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PREFATORY NOTE 

' I "HE substance of the following pages was 
-■- originally given, in the form of lectures, to 
students of philosophy at Oxford. It has been 
entirely recast and rewritten, as well as added to, but 
my object is the same, viz., a simple, plain exposi- 
tion of the philosophic teaching of T. H. Green. 
Such an exposition ought to have a certain value 
of its own, but my real motive is to help the 
younger student to " read Green " for himself. In 
the ordinary -course of tutorial work it has been 
found that, to many men, Green is not easy read- 
ing. The sterling honesty which made him so 
anxiously painstaking in writing his sentences, lest 
they should express more than seemed to him 
the exact truth, has, for its effect, that the reader 
experiences something of the same mental effort. 
Those who felt his personal influence need no 
further help or stimulus in reading his books, but 
men who only know Green through his writings, 
3.nd perhaps, as yet, scarcely realise the importance 



vi PREFATORY NOTE 

of the questions under discussion, sometimes find 
his thorough and exhaustive method of treatment 
a little too diiificult for them. The result is too 
often a superficial and second-hand acquaintance 
with his supposed views. The loss is incalculable 
Opinions may differ as to the value of Green's 
conclusions, or even the cogency of his reasoning, 
but no one can question the benefit to be derived 
from a thorough study of his teaching. His is, 
perhaps, the only modern philosophy of life which 
is, at once, complete and consistent — which derive; 
and justifies both moral responsibility in the present 
and hope for the future, from a rigorously scientific 
metaphysic. 

It is solely in the belief that a short, straight 
forward account of Green's method of working 
with the results thereby arrived at, may indirectlj 
help to promote the study of his writings, thai 
these few pages have been written. 

Lincoln College, Oxford, 
January^ 1896. 
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CHAPTER I. 
INTRODUCTORY 

IF a phrase be sought with which to sum up 
Professor Green's general position in regard to 
life and its problems, it would be difficult to find 
one more iitting than Aristotle's ia-fji.ev evepyeia. 
Not in wisdom merely, or in potential capacity, 
but in actually living his life, does Green hold 
that true well-being for a man is to be found. To 
discover and to demonstrate in what true human 
well-being consists is the highest intellectual object 
for man, and is specially the aim which philosophy 
should set before itself; to realise this discovery 
in civic life is the one practical function of the 
good citizen. Thus Green's primary aim is Moral 
and Political Philosophy, of which the latter* is 

' Cf. Works ii. p. 335. " My purpose is to consider the moral 
function, or object, served by law, or by the system of rights and 
obligations which the State enforces, and, in so doing, to discover the 
true ground, or justification, for obedience to law." 

Ibid. p. 334. Nettleship's note. Civil institutions are "regarded 
as the external expression of the moral progress of mankind, and as 
supplying the material through which the idea of perfection must 
be realised." 
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only the application to facts of social life, under 
definite circumstances, of the truths arrived at by 
the former. 

But before a theory of Ethics is possible, a 
preliminary task must be fulfilled. It is in vain 
to answer the question, "What ought the good 
citizen to do ? " until the prior question, " What 
is a citizen, both in himself and in his environ- 
ment ? " ^ has been dealt with. " Some conclusion 
in regard to the relation between man and nature 
.... must be arrived at, before we can be sure 
that any theory of Ethics .... is other than 
wasted labour," is Green's explanation of the fact 
that the first book of his Ethical Treatise consists 
of pure Metaphysics. And Green had a special 
and pressing necessity for this preliminary inquiry. 
Current English philosophy seemed to have reduced 
man to a " being who is simply a result of natural 
forces,"^ which, as a necessary consequence, involves 
the reduction of the theoretical part of Moral 
Philosophy to a natural science, and the abolition 
of the practical or preceptive part altogether. A 
theory of conduct is unmeaning, if conduct itself 
is impossible ; and equally unmeaning is it to bid 
a being to conform to certain natural laws, if he 
is simply a result of their operation. A new 
"Critical Philosophy" is needed, which shall ask, 

1 Proleg. to Ethics, \ 52. 
» Proleg. \ 7. 
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"Is man simply a ' natural ' product in this sense ? " 
Can what we call science, i.e. the experience of 
connected matters of fact, be explained, if man is 
nothing but a number of such matters of fact, or 
their result? Is there not involved in knowledge 
a principle which is not^ "natural," but "spiritual"? 
These questions must be first settled if our labour, 
as moralists, is not to be profitless. 

Hence, Green's philosophy begins with Meta- 
physics, and is based entirely upon Metaphysics. 
It is to this that its entire consistency is due. 

As far as possible, without pre-supposition, he 
carefully, scientifically, thoroughly, reasons out an 
answer to the question, "What is the nature of 
man?" From that he deduces his doctrine of 
man's epyov — of what man ought to do, and this, 
again, he uses as a criterion of the moral progress, 
or condition, of political society at any time, 
regarding civic and social institutions as the 
objective expression of moral ideas, and the 
concrete body with which the Moral Ideal is 
to be clothed. 

Green's Metaphysical, Moral, and Political Philo- 
sophy thus form one whole, and offer a theory of 
life not only complete, in the sense of covering 
all the ground, but consistent with itself through- 
out. More directly, if not more definitely, than, 
perhaps, in any other modern writer, the whole 

^ Vide note at end of chapter. 
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work stands, or falls, with the metaphysical basis. 
The first question to ask, then, is what is this 
Metaphysic — in its method and in its results? 

Note on Green's use of the words "natural" v. 
"spiritual." The sense in which Green uses the word 
"Nature," is that common to ordinary men of science, 
and to empirical teachers in philosophy, viz. : " The 
object of possible experience ; the connected order of 
knowable facts or phenomena." This is obviously a very, 
if not the most, convenient use of a word which, though 
full of ambiguity, cannot be avoided in philosophic 
writing. The difference between Green and the Empiri- 
cists, and the necessity for employing the word " spiritual," 
arises as follows : — They use the word " Nature," not only 
legitimately, as = phenomena of consciousness, but also 
illegitimately, as = everything revealed to us in science, 
whether properly described as phenomena or not. Hence 
one of two unsatisfactory results. Either (i) the very 
question of Metaphysics is begged, to begin with; or 
(2) the word Nature covers both " phenomena," and 
certain other elements necessary to the existence of 
phenomena, but very different in kind. The confusion 
of thought thus arising, is obvious and fatal. Greeit 
avoids this confusion by refusing to employ " nature " 
or "natural" for anything beyond phenomena in the 
accepted scientific sense. This is what he means by say- 
ing (e.g., Proleg. § 52) "Nature implies something other 
than itself, as the condition of its being what it is." 
Something "other," that is, from "nature," as Sensa- 
tionalism uses the term; not "other" from nature, as 
Aristotle or Plato would use it. The following quota-i 
tion from Proleg. § 54, explains his choice of the word 
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" spiritual " : — " Nature in its reality, or in order to be 
what it is, implies a principle which is not natural. By 
calling the principle not natural, we mean that it is 
neither included among the phenomena which, through 
its presence to them, form a nature, nor consists in 
their series, nor is itself determined by any of the 

relations which it constitutes among them We are 

most safe in calling it spiritual, because .... we are 
warranted in thinking of it as a self-distinguishing 
consciousness. In calling it supernatural, we run the 
risk of misleading, and being misled, for we suggest a 
relation between it and nature of a kind which has 
really no place except within nature, as a relation of 
phenomenon to phenomenon. We convey the notion 
that it is above or beyond or before nature, that it is 
a cause of which nature is the effect, . a substance of 
which the changing modes constitute nature ; while, in 
truth, all the relations so expressed are relations which, 
indeed, but for the non- natural self-conscious subject, 
would not exist, but which are not predicable of it." 
This passage will show, among other things, that in 
introducing the word "spirit," he is not (as certain critics 
have said) trying to put us off with "theological 
mysteries." 



CHAPTER II. 
THE METHOD OF METAPHYSIC 

TAKING his stand upon the scientific axiom 
that the ultimate evidence for the presence, or 
action, of anything, lies in results inexplicable with- 
out it. Green argues throughout from Effect to 
Cause.^ The " effect," or result, investigated in Meta- 
physics, is " that which exists," and the only " thing 
which exists" for a man necessarily and certainly to 
begin with, is that of which he is directly conscious 
in his individual self In practical life we assume 
the existence of much else besides — an objective 
world, other selves, and so forth — but the only 
scientific basis we have, strictly speaking, is that 
of which we are conscious. Hence, "What are 
the facts of my own individual consciousness?" 
and "What is the simplest explanation I can give 
of the origin of these facts?" are the two primarj 
questions of Metaphysics. 

This method of investigation Green uses botB 
positively and negatively ; that is to say, he employe 
it directly to obtain all the results achievable fronj 

1 ProUg. cf. \ 73. 
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its legitimate sphere of operation, but refuses to 
advance one step beyond this sphere. He tries to 
analyse, by direct introspection, the nature of his\ 
own mind. What does this consist of? What/ 
operations does it seem to perform? What is the) 
method of these operations ? What the material \ 
operated upon? These are the questions first 
asked, followed, naturally, by the further question, 
I What is pre-existently necessary in order that 
01 these things can be? and, What is the simplest 
1- expression which can be given to it ? The necessity 
to of a metaphysical, or scientific conception, means 
ti- that without it we cannot explain some fact of 
iij our consciousness, some constituent in what we call 
tiour experience.^ We are entitled to hold as 
« necessarily true whatever is required to explain this 
lie experience, and only what is' so required. To take 
ft less is to give up our birthright, to demand more 
01; is to unjustifiably arrogate to ourselves what we 
til have no right to at all. Hence, while asking| 
ancontinually " What " and " How," Green definitely/ 
ss! refuses to raise the question "Why." The ultimate' 
givexplanation of anything, possible to us, can never 
jattranscend the "facts as we know them," together 
with what is logically involved in these facts. One 
botlaw of nature is explained by reference to, or 
Joyresolution into, other laws; one part of nature is, 
froipr may be, explained in terms of other parts, by 

' Proleg. cf. ^ 14. 
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means of its relations to other parts — but nature 
itself, as a whole, cannot be explained. "The old 
question. Why God made the world, has neve* 
been answered, nor will be. We know not why the 
world should be ; we only know that there it is." ' 
Interpretatio Natures is the very kernel of Green's 
method, which ruthlessly thrusts aside anticipationes 
in any form. Whatever results upon "the best 
/analysis we can make of our experience" must be 
loyally accepted ; anything not so justified has no 
claim upon us as intelligent beings. 

The filial outcome of this method of inquiry is 
the establishment of the three cardinal points — self 
cosffios, God ; but before passing on to consider the 
reasoning by which these three factors are proved 
necessary to the explanation of our experience, it 
is important to dwell for a moment upon a matter 
cognate to this question of " Method," viz., Green': 
' attitude to Evolution. 

From the time when men began consciously to 
distinguish between the growth of anything and its 
completed state, that is from the time of Aristotle 
downwards, there has been a tendency to divide 
into two schools of thought, according to the way 
in which the relation between "development" and 
"essential nature" is conceived. In Aristotle thi 
question is raised in the simple form — are we 
explain owia by yli/ecrty, or vice versa? In mode; 

' ProUg. § lOO, cf. \ 174. 
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imes the question is essentially the same, but deep- 

ned in importance by the doctrine of Biological 

Lvolution. Admitting the historical fact of change, 

if growth, of development, are we to look backward 

r forward for explanation? Is man a product of 

hese historical processes in time, to be explained 

imply by reference to them, or are these antecedent 

tages themselves to be explained as a "progress"; 

j 
owards what he is now, or, rather, towards a final i 

deal not yet realised, but the nature of which is', 

he key to his historical development in time ? In ', 

anguage as clear and emphatic as that of Aristotle,^ 

jreen asserts the latter doctrine — yevecris exists only 

or the sake of ovala, not Sva-la for the sake of 

'evearis. The history of the world is that of an 

titelligent progress, not that of a purposeless 

eries o TmateriaUv-caused changes. The only " ex- 

>lanation" admissible of man must be derived 

lirectly from an analysis of what he is now, and 

10 account of his history, which derives him from 

lements incapable of functions he now is found to 

le capable of, can be accepted as complete. " If 

pere are reasons for holding that man, in respect 

f his animal nature, is descended from "mere" 

nimals — animals in whom the functions of life and 

pse were not organic to the eternal or distinc- 

vely human consciousness — this does not affect 

!ir conclusion in regard to the cortsciousness of 

Id 

> Cf. Arist. De Part. An. 640' 18. 

B 
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which, as he now is, man is the subject, a corj 
elusion founded on analysis of what he now is ani 
does."i 

y Green does not deny— he fully admits— that ma 
has biologically a history; but he protests again 
any explanation, biological or other, which cannc 
account for the facts, or, worse still, which confuse 
a function with the organ through which that func 
tion realises itself " To say that man in himse 
is m part an animal, or product of nature, on tl: 
ground that the consciousness which distinguish 
him is realised through natural processes, is no 
more true than to say that an animal is in part 
machine, because the life which distinguishes it hi 

mechanical structures for its organs The coi 

stituent elements of an organism can only be tru 
and adequately conceived as rendered what the 
are by the end realised through the organism. 
The "end" in man being that of a self-conscioi 
intelligence, which " mere " animals do not, accordiu 
to biology, possess, it follows that, " in strict truti 
the man who knows, so far from being an animi 
altogether, is not an animal at all, or even in part 
The difference between " change, and the intelligei 
consciousness or knowledge of change," is "absolute' 
and we are thus precluded " from tracing any df 
velopment of the one into the other, if develop 
implies any identity of principle between the gi 

' Proleg. § 83. 2 Ibid. \ 79. 
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and the developed outcome."^ eam yap e| ivreXexeia 
oiToy iravTa tu yiyvofieva.^ 

On the other hand, it must be carefully notedal ' 
that Green's method is not " Teleological " in anyjl' 
bad sense. The knowledge of that "end," in refer- 
ence to which evolution must be explained, is derived ', 
solely and rigorously from the " analysis of what man 
now is and does." Interpretatio, not Anticipatio, is V 
still the keynote. That all kn owledg e^comes from 
experiencef_ is xi -doctrine Green, holds as firmly as 
laHy " EmpirLcist-^'— that all philosophy, metaphysical i 
or moral, must be based upon the answer to the 
IquesHon, "What is experience ? " is the fundamental 
teissumption of all his teaching. 

' 1 Proleg. \ 84. 
i ' Arist. De Anim. iiL 7. 

1 ' Cf. Works, vol. i. p. 376. "The fact that there is a. real ex- 
ternal world, of which, through feeling, we have a determinate 
'experience, and that in this experience all our knowledge of nature 
is implicit, is one which no philosophy disputes. The idealist merely 
^ks for a further analysis of a fact which he finds so far from simple." 



CHAPTER III. 
THE RESULTS OF METAPHYSIC 

§ I. GENERAL STATEMENT 

INTEGRATION, as opposed to disintegration 
is the striking characteristic of Green's metal 
physic. "That which is" is a whole, not an aggA 
gate ; an organic complex of parts, not a mechanic^ 
mass. This " whole " is not material, but spiritual 
— a world of " thought relations." Described in th( 
order of our knowledge, it consists of three mail 
facts — (i) self, (2) cosmos, (3) God. 

(i) The self = the individual person — self-conscious, 
self-reflecting, self-objectifying ; in contact with, but 
distinguishing itself from, the world, which becomes 
gradually revealed to it. 

(2) The cosmos = the objective world — intelligible, 
spiritual ; one organic, inter-related whole, of whickj 
each part exists, and exists only, in relation to the 
other parts ; wherein is nothing except the work 
of the mind ; a world of l^kai, not of materiil 
things. 
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(3) God = the eternal and universal consciousness, 
for whom this whole exists, of whom it is the ob- 
jective manifestation, through whom it has come 
into being, and of whom we are "modes," owing 
our very existence as rational beings to our par- 
taking in the " divine nature," which uses the animal 
organism as its "vehicle." In slightly different 
language, and arranged in the order ^ of existence, 
we may say that the Universe consists of God, who 
is Spirit, Creator, and Sustainer of all that exists ; 
the world, which is His ideas made manifest ; our- 
selves, who are His children, partakers in His nature, 
and so capable of understanding the world, which 
is His handiwork ; capable also of realising in action 

' It is important not to confiise this order with that of our know- 
ledge, mentioned just above. The case for the whole of Green's 
philosophy stands or fells with the correctness of his theory of the 
Self or Ego. Hence, the one serious attack upon Green (for which 
see chap, vii., "Green and his critics") has for its main thesis the 
supposed unjustifiable and illegitimate use of this conception. Self. 
It must not be supposed that this "Self" is the keynote, or central 
principle, of Green's philosophic system as a whole. That lies in his 
theory of Reality, as a spiritual cosmos, implying and manifesting 
in Eternal Consciousness (God). To this "Whole" we human in- 
dividuals are not (as far as we know) necessary. It might do equally 
well without us. But Green's conception of the Self is the foundation 
ipon which the establishment and proof of his whole system rests. 
The "Self" is the one fact we necessarily start with, the primary 
feet we have to explain. This Green attempts to do by asking what 
s logically necessary to the existence of the Self, as its nature reveals 
Itself to us on analysis. Hence our order is Self, Cosmos, God ; but 
n order of existence (or from the point of view of omniscience) it 
TOuld be God, Cosmos, Self. 
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something of the creative energy of Him who is. 
what we may become} \ 

This doctrine, stated baldly thus, seems a startlinjj 
result to obtain from an "analysis of the facts d| 
my consciousness"; but it cannot be too strongb 
emphasised that Green rests his case solely on 
evidence so obtained. If this doctrine be true, h« 
holds, we can explain man as we find him ; withoui 
it we cannot. In his own words (spoken more 
particularly with reference to the relation of the 
human self to God) " Proof of such a doctrine, ir 
the ordinary sense of the word, from the nature d 
the case, there cannot be. It is not a truth deduo 
ible from other established or conceded truths. .11 
is not a statement of an event or matter of faci 
that can be the object of experiment or observation 
It represents a conception to which no perceivablf 
or imaginable object can possibly correspond, but 
one that affords the only means by which, reflecting 
on our moral and intellectual experience conjointly, 
taking the world and ourselves into account, we 
can put the whole thing together, and understand 
how (not why, but how) we are and do, what we 
consciously are and do. Given this conception, and 
not without it, we can at any rate express that 
which, it cannot be denied, demands expression- 
the nature of man's reason and man's will, of human 
progress and human shortcoming ; of the effort aftei 

' Cf. ProUg. § 187. 
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igood, and the failure to gain it ; of virtue and vice, 
in their connection and in their distinction, in their 
D essential opposition, and in their no less essential 
( unity." 1 

Before considering the three parts of this doctrine 
separately, it will be convenient to state, in baldest 
outline, the chain of reasoning by which it is sup- 
ported. 

(i) Self - reflection shows us that the simplest 
elements — those of sense perception — into which we 
can analyse our experience are such that they pre- 
suppose the work of the mind; they are ^Sj^ 
[ spiritual or mental elements, not elements of feeling. 
jThey exist, further, not in isolation, separately, but 
in relation; having, in fact, no reality except what 
they possess in reference to each other and to the 
self, which is conscious of them. The very meaning 
of a "fact of consciousness" involves inter-relatioii 
— a multiplicity in unity. ' 

(2) This characteristic of the " content " of know- 
ledge implies that the object of knowledge, as it 
exists before any given individual mind comes to 
know it, must be of the same spiritual nature, other 
wise it would not be knowable or intelligible — would 
not be an "object of knowledge" at all. In other 
words, we are driven to the conception that Reality 
= not only the self of which I am directly conscious, 
but also an intelligible universe.! ^ 

» Prokg. § 174. 
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(3) This latter fact, the intelligible universe- 

;seeing that obviously I did not make it, but was 

I bom into it— implies in its turn a Creator, who is 

, a Self-conscious Intelligence in the same sense that 

I am a self-conscious intelligence. In Him tht 

"idea of the human spirit is completely realised," 

but free from human limitations. He is Eternal, 

Universal, Omniscient.^ 

These three cardinal features of Green's meta- 
physical doctrine must now be considered separately.; 

§ 2. THE SELF 

Man has a Self, and is conscious of it. This is 
the point of departure for all idealist philosophy, 
the one explicit assumption ^ which Kantism -^ 
whether new or old — makes. The primary and 
fundamental characteristic of man is Self-conscious- 
ness, and the question, "What is the Self?" or 
"What is man in himself?" must refer, in the 
first instance, to this special characteristic. In an 

1 Prok^. § 187. 

' It is sometimes urged that Neo-Kantism, at any rate, assumes 
something further, viz. : That a "hopeless dualism" (as, e^., the 
belief in the ultimate reality of both mind and matter) is self-contra- 
dictory and untenable. The charge, even if true, cannot be limited to 
Neo-Kantians, but in no case is it worth serious refiitation, for upon it 
no scientific or philosophic doctrine has ever been based. It is little 
more than a pious opinion, which gives encouragement to the inquirer 
after that "explanation which must exist somewhere," even if out of 
present reach. 
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important passage in the Prolegomena to EtMvSy^^ 
Green states his position clearly, as follows : — ^ 

"The question whether a man himself, or in 
himself, is a natural or animal being, can only- 
mean whether he is so in respect of that which 
renders him conscious of himself There is no 
sense in asking what anything in itself is, if it has 
no self at all. That which is made what it is 
wholly by relations to other things, neither being 
anything but their joint result, nor distinguishing 
itself from them, has no self to be enquired about. 
Such is the case with all things in inorganic nature. 
Of them, at any rate, the saying, Natur hat weder 
Kern noch Schale, is true, without qualification. 
The distinction between inner and outer, between 
what they are in themselves and what they are 
in relation to other things, has no application to 
them. In an organism, on the other hand, the 
distinction between its relations and itself does 
appear. The life of a living body is not, like 
the motion of a moving body, simply the joint 
result of its relations to other things. It modifies 
those relations, and modifies them through a 
nature not reducible to them, not constituted by 
their combination. Their bearing on it is different 
from what it would be if it did not live; and 
there is so far a meaning in saying that the 

1 Proleg. \ 80. 
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organism is something in itself other than what 
its relations make it — that, while it is related to 
other things according to mechanical and chemical 
laws, it has itself a nature which is not mechanical, 
or chemical. There is a significance, accordingly, 
in the enquiry what this nature in itself is, which 
there is not in the same enquiry as applied to 
anything that does not live. But the living body 
does not, as such, present its nature to itself in 
consciousness. It does not consciously distinguish 
itself from its relations. Man, on the other hand, 
does so distinguish himself, and his doing so is 
his special distinction. The enquiry, therefor^ 
what he in himself is, must refer, not merely to' 
a character which he has as more, and other, than 
a joint result of' relations to other things — such 
a character he has as simply living — but to the 
character which he has as consciously distinguish- 
ing himself from all that happens to him.'' This 
"character" excludes, at once, all theories which 
attempt to explain the Ego as a series of states 
of consciousness. 

Between change and the consciousness of change, 
there is an absolute difference. Man's self-con- 
sciousness is his punctum stans through which he 
is conscious of becoming, of a personal history, of 
an order of time, and which, consequently, can- 
not be identified with a moment, or series of 
moments, in that order. It is in Aristotle's languc^e 
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a/ittyjjy.^ What then, exactly, is this " Self," and 
what are its functions? 

To answer this question it is necessary to go 
beyond, not only the negative quality the Self 
possesses of being distinct from a series of states 
of consciousness, but also the more positive 
character it has as a point of reference in know- 
ledge. The Kantian description of the Ego as 
the " unity of apperception " — the logical head- 
centre, so to speak, to which each successive state 
of consciousness is referred — leaves it, after all, 
without any definite quality or content. But we 
cannot treat it so, as if it were a mere logical 
necessity. We must examine the Self in its daily 
operations. We must ask what is meant by such 
phrases as: I feel — I think — I know. This opens 
up a lengthy vista of psychological investigation, 
but fortunately the enquiry is, for Green, much 
simplified by two facts in the history of philosophy, 
viz : That, by universal consensus, mental faculties 
or functions have been classified as "higher" and 
"lower," and, secondly, that all modern (at least) 
materialistic or empirical attacks upon idealism, 
turn upon the assumption that the "higher" (the 
specially human) faculties are derivable, step by 
step, through the "lower,"' from elementary forms 
of unconscious organic life, and can be explained 
as developments of these by natural laws — can 
1 Cf. De An. iii. 4. 
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be satisfactorily treated, in fact, as natural results 
of natural operations. If we take, then, man as 
he now is, and ask, What are the constituent 
elements of the "lowest" human faculty he 
possesses, as such, we gain a great double advan- 
tage. We confine the controversy to the analysi) 
of an act which " no one doubts he can perform,' 
and we are in a position to say that whatever 
is found to be true of this " lowest " function, is 
d fortiori true of the higher. 
, The act which Green takes as one "which it 
; is not doubted that we perform,"^ is the act of 
sense perception. What are the constituents 
necessarily involved in a simple act of sense 
presentation? It is very commonly supposed that 
such an act is merely a change produced in " our 
sensibility'' by some external object. Perceptions 
are regarded as separate, particular, mental phe- 
nomena — a series of states of our consciousness, 
produced by objects which exist quite otherwise 
than in and for consciousness. But a "change in 
our consciousness," as a psychical fact, must not 
be confused with "that which we perceive" as an 
apprehended fact. It is true that perception is 
necessarily connected with a sense stimulus — a 
sensation — that there can be no perception without- 
(in Locke's words) "actual present sensation," and' 
this truth has led to the common confusion of 

1 Cf. Proleg. §§ 59-65. 
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the "AgxcitingL_j:ause— of-^seHsation and the per- 
ceived object ; which again leads to an extrusion of 
the perceived object from the consciousness in 
which perception consists, and to the view of it 
as an external something to which perception is 
related, as an occurrence to its cause." ^ But take, 
as a concrete illustration, anything ordinarily- 
described as a perceived object — this flowS, this 
dog — what are the constituent elements? Let an 
accepted representative (Mr. Lewes) of the em- 
pirical psychologists answer, "Our perception of 
an animal, or a flower, is the synthesis of all the 
sensations we have had of the object in relation 
to our several senses." This synthesis is that of 
a self-conscious subject, which distinguishes itself 
at the moment, both from the feelings of which 
it is conscious, and from their occurrence, as a fact, 
at the time. It is not a synthesis of feelings 
caused by the action of external irritants on the 
nervous system. It is, of course, necessary to a 
perception of colour, that there should be "a 
stimulus of the optic nerve by a particular 
vibration of ether," but "that vibration is not the 
object perceived in the perception of the colour." 
If we try to analyse a perception into "data of 
feeling," and show how a complex sensation is 
made up of these data, we are not analysing an 
"act of perception" at all. 

1 Pyoleg. § 59. 
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Perception! consists in^ the presentation to itself 
by a self-conscious subject, of qualities having certain 
relations to its sense faculties, as such, and of tie 
occurrences of these relations here and now. Indeed, 
"a sensation excited by an external irritant is not 
a perception of the irritant, or (by itself) of anythir^ 
at all ; every object we perceive is a congeries d 
related facts, of which the simplest component no 
less than the composite whole, requires, in order to its 
presentation, the action of a principle of conscious- 
ness, not itself subject to conditions of time, upon 
successive appearance, such action as may hold the 
appearances together without fusion in an appre- 
hended fact." 2 

A perceived object is an apprehended fact, it ij 
a synthesis of relations in consciousness, and the 
consciousness is a self-distinguishing consciousness 

' Cf. Works, vol. i. p. 443. "The relation which constitutes 01 
determines the event is not an event itself; if there were nothing but 
events passing in time, there could be no relations. The mere relation 
of sequence between any events would not be possible if there were 
no unit, other than the events and not passing with them, through 
relation to which they are related to each other, and the same is even 
more plainly true of those more concrete relations from which events 
derive their real character. That psychical events, then, really are 
knowable relations, or (more properly) that the reality of every such 
event lies in a knowable relation, is not in dispute. The point is that 
they are so only in virtue of something else which cannot be an event, 
and which no account of events in the way of feeling explains to us, 
but which alone renders possible the synthesis of one order of events 
as motion, of another as a nervous system, and the relation of one 
with the other." = Proleg. \ 64. 
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which keeps distinct the self and the various elements 
of the "object," though holding all together in the 
unity of the act of perception. 

The nature then of this " lowest " form of human 
knowledge is that it is a synthesis of relations 
possible only to, and existing only for, a self-con- 
sciousness which cannot be any of the things so 
synthesised — any one (or sum total) of a series of 
phenomena recognised as such. What is true of per- 
ception is true d, fortiori of conception and other 
"higher" forms of knowledge. As a fact, no one 
denies that knowledge proper {i'Ki(TTr]p.t]) is, as such, 
" out of time," and consists in an ideal inter-related 
whole. The mistake of the empiricists consists in 
trying to develop this mental structure out of data ■ 
which do not contain, even in germ, the elements 
confessedly existing in the completed whole. It ' 
cannot be too strongly emphasised that human ex- 
perience consists, not of chemical or physical 
processes in an animal organism, but of these 
processes recognised as such. This " recognition " 
cannot arise out of, or be any one of, these processes. 
It cannot be made up of materials differing in kind 
from itself. Ex nihilo nihil fit, and the lowest form 
in which strictly human experience is found is 
already a consciousness of change. Instead of our 
self-consciousness pre-supposing for its explanation 
some prior phenomena, the truth is that the fact of 
there being phenomena for us, necessarily involves 
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a pre-existing self-consciousness, or its faculty. If 
is in this reference that Kant's doctrine of the 
" synthetic unity of apperception " is so true. With- 
out this spiritual, unifying, relating principle — tl^. 
self— there is no " experience " at all. Nothing can 
be known by help of reference to the unknown. To 
explain, with empirical materialism, human ex« 
perience by reference to " matter and motion " is i 
iKTTepov wporepov. Even if matter and motion have 
an "existence in themselves,"^ it is not by such 
matter and motion that the function of the soul can 
be explained, but by matter and motion as far as 
known to us, and these consist solely in relations 
between the objects of that connected consciousness 
we call experience. Unrelated sense particulars are 
for us nothing. Even the current phrase "know- 
ledge is of phenomena " bears witness to the fact, that ' 
for us nothing exists but a " cosmos of experience "'; 
in consciousness. 

If this is so, what produces the strong dislike to 
idealism? If human knowledge is knowledge (and 
all science makes that assumption), and consists of 
a world of thought relations, why shrink from the 
logical, necessary consequence, that reality, the object 
of knowledge, consists in thought relations— is 
ideal, not material? The explanation lies in the 
common and deeply-rooted assumption that the 
" work of the mind " is something we do arbitrarily 

' Pt-oleg. \ 9. 
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for ourselves, so that, almost instinctively, common 
sense habitually opposes " the real " to " what is in 
consciousness." A "mere idea"^ becomes the con- 
ventional expression for that which is unreal. Yet 
Locke (equally with Green) holds the doctrine that 
" all we know " is the work of the mind, and that the 
work of the mind = " relations.'' The question then 
as to the truth of Idealism takes the shape, " Is this - 
work of the mind ours in an arbitrary sense, and so 
necessarily opposed to " the real," or is it objectively 
unalterable and true of "the real"? This takes us 
to the second part of Green's doctrine — the spiritual 
nature of the objective world. 

§ 3. THE OBJECTIVE WORLD 

I n the la st section wg saw that the various philo- 
sophical schools agree with Green in holding that 
human -knowledge is the work of the mind, and that 
the work of the mind consists solely in " relations," 
Perception and conception alike consist in the 
preseritation to, or the holding together in, conscious- 
neis'"of~a"Tnurtiplicity in unity, an " ideal " whole of 
parts ; the explanation of any one of which consists 
in reference to the other parts. The important 
question thus arises. Does this fact guarantee, or 
does it destroy, the possibility of knowledge properly 
so-called ? In other words, Is this ideal cosmos of 
exgerience objectively real? Is the world as we 

* Cf. Proleg. §§ 20-3. 
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know it identical (as far as it goes) with the world 
as it is? Can we get through to "reality," or must 
we remain for ever unable to pierce the barrier of 
' phenomena," of mere appearance. 

Green approaches this question indirectly by 
dealing first with the common view that the two 
things— the world as we know it, and the world as 
it is — are not identical, and considering the conse- 
quences. As typical, though widely differing, repre- 
sentatives of this view, Green takes two thinkers- 
Locke, representing "the traditional philosophy of 
common sense," and Kant, author of the famous 
doctrine that for us "understanding makes nature." 
These philosophers, though diametrically opposed 
in their original respective attitudes towards the 
theory of knowledge, yet agree in the conclusion 
that the " work of the mind " does not give us " the 
real." In both cases Green shows that the separatiqa, 
of "nature" from the work of the mind, not 
only leads to a hopeless dualism from which even 
" common sense " revolts, but is itself due to 
assumptions^ which, strictly speaking, beg the veiy 
question in dispute. 

Let us take'^them in order: — 

(i) Locke. No one is more emphatic than Locke 
in opposing what is real to what we " make for 
ourselves," 1 the work of nature to the work of the 
mind. Simple ideas or sensations we certainly do 

^ Proleg. § 20. 
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not "make for ourselves." They therefore, 'and the 
matter supposed to cause them, are, according 
to Locke, real. But relations are neither simple 
ideas, nor their material archetypes. They there- 
fore, as Locke explicitly holds, fall under the head 
of the work of the mind, which is opposed to the 
raS,!. But if we take him at his word, and exclude 
from what we have considered real all qualities 
constituted by relation, we find that none are left. 
Without relation, any simple idea would be undis- 
tinguished from other simple ideas, undetermined 
by its surrounding in the cosmos of experience. It 
would thus be unqualified itself, and consequently 
could afford no qualification of the material arche- 
type, which yet, according to Locke, we only know 
through it, or, if otherwise, as the subject of those 
"primary qualities" which demonstrably consist in 
relations. In short, the admission of the antithesis 
between the real and the work of the mind, and 
the admission that relation is the work of the mind, 
put together, involve the conclusion that nothing 
is i-eal of which anything can be said. 

This is not a conclusion which either "common 
sense" on the one side, or Neo-Kantism on the 
other, is content to accept. Yet there certainly is 
something in this antithesis between the real and 
the work of the mind which has led us to this 
strange result. The solution — if there is one — must 
lie in the discovery of some unconscious assumption 
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Locke's teaching makes as to the nature of the 
"real" and the "work of the mind" respectively. 
The real = "simple ideas," of which "we cannot 
make one to ourselves." They "force themselves 
upon us, whether we will or no." The ''work of 
the mind," on the other hand, is arbitrary. A man 
has but to think, and he can make ideas of relation 
for himself as he pleases. Waiving, for argument's 
sake, the question whether this latter feat be possible 
or not, two things are at once obvious : — First, that 
upon this supposed " arbitrary " nature of the work 
of the mind Locke's whole theory rests ; secondly, 
that of that kind of work of the mind called exact 
science the assumption is actually untrue. The 
relation, e.g. between the angles of a triangle and 
two right angles no one can think equal or unequal, 
"as he pleases"; and this fact brings out Locke's 
error, viz., the confusion of the work of the mind, 
as such, with thatwork as assumed to be arbitrary 
and changeable. If we take the work of the mind 
to consist of a single unalterable system of relations, 
which we can of our caprice neither make nor un- 
make, the supposed antithesis disappears ; and we 
get an " ideal " world, which possesses at least the 
essential characteristic of "the real," that of un- 
alterableness ; and at the same time justifies that 
imperative demand of common sense, which opposes 
the real to the work of the mind in the sense of 
anticipationes naturae, arbitrary imagination. Man 
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can " think as he pleases " only within certain limits. 
Beyond these limits he gets a " real," which assuredly 
" forces itself upon him whether he will or no " ; but 
this " real " is spiritual, not material ; it is revealed 
to us in exact science, where the antithesis between 
the work of the mind and the real entirely dis- 
appears. 

It is important, however, not to go too far in 
this direction. The considerations as yet adduced 
do not justify idealism, or even render it probable. 
They establish just three points, (i.) That to argue 
that knowledge cannot be of the " real " {i.e., in other 
words, knowledge is impossible), because it consists 
of the work of the mind, is a petitio principii ; (ii.) 
That error can be accounted for simply as = holding 
an object to be related as it is not in fact related ; 
(iii.) That the essential characteristic of "the real," 
viz., unalterableness, is not inconsistent with that 
real being "ideal" — an unalterable system of re- 
lations. 

(2) Kant believing also that "all we know" is 
the work of the mind, thinks of this " work " as very 
far indeed from something changeable or arbitrary. 
It is, on the contrary, "universal and necessary," 
and that, not because our knowledge is composed 
of " simple ideas given " to us, but because it is a 
synthetic mental structure, due to laws of our mind, 
by which the known world is held together, unified, 
and built up into a complex whole. Locke represents/ 



38 THE PHILOSOPHY OF T. H. GREEN 

man as passive in knowledge, and successful only, 
so long as passive. His "activity" leads him only 
to fictitious and arbitrary creations. Kant, on the 
other hand, saw clearly that in order to constitute 
a world of experience, there is necessary a single 
active self-conscious principle. This " Self is the 
" condition under which alone phenomena, i.e. appear- 
ances to consciousness, can be related to each other 
in a single universe. This is the irrefragable truth 
in the proposition that the ' understanding makes 
nature.' " ^ But this " world of experience," he main- 
tained, was subjective only — a world of phenomena 
as opposed to " things in themselves " ; consequently, 
no conclusions we arrive at in regard to the former 
have any application to the latter, although the 
latter are in some unknown way the "cause" of 
the former. This doctrine brings us at once to a 
deadlock. It is, in its result, as fatal to the possibility 
of knowledge as Locke's sensationalism is, though 
it arrives at that result by a very different path. If 
it be true, it follows that all we can say of nature 
is, that it is not what we have in our consciousness. 
The two things, our experience and the objective 
world, are put into a " position towards each other 
of mere negation and separation, of such a kind 
that any correspondence between them, any depend- 
ence of one upon the other, is impossible." ^ They 
are two wholly unrelated worlds. Kant's doctrine 

' Prokg. § 38, 2 Ibid. § 39. 
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makes the very conception of a cosmos a mere 
delusion. " Man weaves a web of his own, and 
calls it a universe ; but if the principle of this 
universe is neither one with, nor dependent on, 
that of things in themselves, there is in truth no 
universe at all, nor does there seem to be any reason 
why there should not be any number of such 
independent creations. We have asserted the unity; 
of the world of our experience only to transfer that 
world to a larger chaos." 

Hence both Locke and Kant, leaving us in a 
hopeless deadlock, fail to satisfy the craving of 
the human mind for a philosophy which, while 
allowing for, and, indeed, explaining error, shall 
show us the possibility of truth. In both alike 
the failure is due to the separation of the "work 
of the mind " from " the real." Suppose we do 
not separate them ? The temptation is great, but 
the argument that if we take the work of the 
mind- to be also objectively true, we thereby 
escape awkward questions, can hardly justify us 
in doing so, without some direct evidence in its 
favour. Is there any such evidence to be found ? 
And, if so, how far will it take us ? ^ 

Green appeals again to the facts of our conscious- 
ness. Among these facts is found a clear and 
recognised distinction between falsehood and 
truth. Without going outside the "work of the 
* Cf. Proleg. \\ 20-24. 
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mind" at all (without opposing any unreal to an 
imaginary real), we distinguish "mere ideas" from 
scientific truths. Nothing we have in our mind 
is an "unrelated particular," but some of the 
relations are found to be unalterable and unchang- 
ing, valid for us at all times, and for all intelligence, 
and admitting of prophetic demonstration, while 
others show themselves variable and untrustworthy. 
Further, these latter are themselves explainable by 
.science, i.e. by reference to other " unalterable " 
relations. The engine-driver may mistake a signal, 
may think, that is to say, that the object before 
him is related otherwise than it is really related, 
but this error is itself a "real" psychical fact, and 
admits of scientific explanation by reference to a 
world of unalterable laws, a world of unchangeable 
thought- relations. The opposition is not between 
the work of the mind, as unreal, and a supposed 
real — both works of the mind are equally real — 
' but between a judgment which states the relations 
of the object to be those which, according to the 
order of the universe, do determine it, and the 
judgment which states other relations than these. 
But this very error has a psychical history and 
nature, which is scientifically explainable by refer- 
ence to the laws of the same unalterable set of 
relations, of which it gave such a false report. The 
"appearances," which are proverbially delusive, do 
not constitute what we call knowledge. As science 
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— optical, physiological, and other — advances, we 
discover not only that the senses are deceptive, 
but exactly how they deceive. We are able to 
prophesy exactly what shape the " appearance " 
will take at a given time, and to point out the 
" reality " underlying the appearance. And this 
reality -justifies itself in further experience. The 
" ideal " structure which science makes, shows itself 
to be the "truth of things," not only by its own 
self- consistency, but by turning out true in ex- 
perience (ordinarily so-called). But this scientifi- 
cally revealed reality is as much the work of the 
mind as any fantastic imagination, or any illusion, 
is. To limit our mental operations to such flights 
of fancy, is to make a purely arbitrary assump- 
tion, which is scientifically untenable, and logically 
absurd. 

If, then, all our "experience," all our knowledge, 
consists in "relations," if each step in knowledge 
consists in coming to see new relations hitherto 
existing, but not hitherto known by us to exist, if 
error itself be a psychical fact which is consistent 
with, and explainable by, reference to such an 
" ideal " world, if a clear distinction is recognisable 
between the " work of the mind " which is my 
own arbitrary production and that which is not, 
between mere ideas and scientific truth — is it 
possible to avoid the conclusion that logically 
follows? Knowledge is knowledge, and scientific 
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truth is truth. Reality is given to us in science, 
not wholly nor completely (science is not omnisci- 
ence), but validly, however gradual the process of 
"coming to know" is; and this "reality" is 
necessarily a knowable, intelligible, ideal reality— 
a system of thought - relations, an unalterable 
spiritual whole — not a changing manifold of un- 
related, particular, sensations. The evidence is all 
in one direction. There is nothing on the other 
side but the assumption that what is in conscious- 
ness must be opposed to "the real," an assumption, 
the only ground for which is the distinction between 
truth and error, which, as we have just seen, is 
accountable for without it. If we are honest with 
ourselves, we must hold a metaphysical doctrine to 
which the only evidence available — the facts of our 
consciousness — points, and which is not only not in- 
consistent with experience, but explains and unifies it 
The universe then, as object of knowledge, is a 
spiritual cosmos — a single all-inclusive system. of 
relations ; intelligible to my reason, though not yet 
all understood. What is there further implied in 
this? For we cannot stop here. We need some 
explanation, some theory, at least, of how this 
cosmos came to be. It involves, in its very nature 
as a related whole, some "principle which renders 
all relations possible, and is itself determined by 
none of them."' These relations, some of which 
' Proleg. § 27. 
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I know, but none of which I created, must be the 
work of an Intelligence similar to my own (thought 
far transcending it in power and extent), otherwise 
Icould not understand them, even imperfectly. 
Relations are (confessedly) the work of the mind ; * 
the universe consists of a system of relations 
which I come gradually to recognise, but which 
are, most assuredly, not the work of my individual 
mind. They must then be the manifestation of a 
mind — a self-consciousness — which is eternal {i.e. out 
of time) and omniscient, which knows and does in 
whole what I know and do in part. If it is not 
so, if the spiritual cosmos of my experience, my 
conception of an order of nature, so clearly dis- 
tinguished as science from illusion, is on one side 
of different and independent origin from the order 
itself on the other, and yet identical with it, we 
shall be forced to the belief in some unaccountable 
" pre - established harmony." ^ We shall be com- 
pelled to invent some Deus ex machind to put us 
in worse case than that in which Kant left us. He 
had only two worlds — things as they appear to us, 
and things in themselves — we shall have three (i) 
illusion, "mere ideas," the result of our arbitrary 
imagination, (2) an " ideal " world of objective 
scientific fact, (3) a wOTld^of nature corresponding 
to and identical in content with (2), but of different , 
and independent origin, plus a "pre-established 

1 §19. 
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harmony." Is it not simpler to say that my world 
of scientific truth is (as far as it goes) the real 
world, and that the self-consciousness which gives 
it to me is identical in kind with an eternal self- 
consciousness to which/is" due both my world and 
me ? Entia non sunt multiplicanda, and the 
simplest explanation of the facts of my conscious- 
ness is the one which, ceteris paribus, we must 
adopt. This thought brings us to the third part 
of Green's metaphysical teaching — the existence 
and nature of God. 

§ 4. GOD 

As result of the argument just finished, we find 
that the cosmos, as we know it, is a single objective 
system of intelligible relations — the manifestation 
or handiwork of an Intelligence which is the source 
alike of both the world I gradually learn to know, 
and of me. Assuming, then, that this single self- 
existing Consciousness, this divine Person, exists, 
the questions arise, What is His nature? WhaL 
His relation to us ? Can I, by seeking, get to know 
Him? 

Such questions as these do not offer grounds for 
hope in the same way that the problems we have 
hitherto dealt with seem to do. In fact "there is 
undoubtedly a sense in which these questions, once 
asked, can only be answered in the negative. The 
most convinced Theist must admit that God is as 
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unimaginable as He is unperceivable — unimaginable 
because unperceivable, for that which we imagine 
(in the proper sense of the term) has the necessary 
finiteness of that which we perceive; that state- 
ments, therefore, which in any strict sense could 
only be applied to an imaginable finite agent, cannot 
in any such sense be applied to God. As applied 
to Him, they must at any rate not be reasoned from 
as we reason from statements about matters of fact. 
The practice of treating them as if they were such 
statements, with the confusions and contradictions 
to which , it inevitably leads, only enhances doubt 
as to the reality of the divine Spirit; of which we 
must confess that it is inexpressible in its nature 
by us, though operative in us through those practical 
ideas of a possible perfect life, of a being for whom 
this perfect life is already actual, which, ?icting upon 
imagination,- yield the language of ordinary religion,"^ 
It would seem that here our sole legitimate source 
of knowledge, viz., the facts of our own conscious- 
ness, fails us. These have borne true and honest 
witness to a permanent Self, identical with itself in 
all our perceivings and knowings ; to an intelligible 
world which we gradually learn to know, and which 
no one of us, as an individual, created, but found 
ready to hand. These facts, directly borne witness 
to, involve further the existence of an Eternal Self- 
consciousness, for whom the best and simplest name 

i ProUg. § 318. 
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is God, and whose existence justifies the statement 
that all which exists is merely " God made manifest^ 
Further than this we can hardly go, except, perhaps, 
by the use of partial and negative statements. We 
have a right to argue that He is at least wlwt_we 
are, and is wholly what we are partially; but the 
only definite categorical judgment this justifies us 
in making is, that God is an Intelligence who is 
consciously an tjhject to Himself. We are sure of 
this, because only by means of such a conscious- 
ness is it that we ourselves possess the complex 
of relations we call knowledge. Relations imply 
necessarily a self-consciousness which distinguishes 
itself from them. On the other hand, negatively 
"we are further entitled to say that the relations 
by which, through its action, phenomena are deter- 
mined are not relations of it — not relations by which 
it is itself determined. They arise out of its presence 
to phenomena, or the presence of phenomena to it ; 
but the very condition of their thus arising is that 
the unifying consciousness which constitutes them 
should not itself be one of the objects so related. 
The relation of events to each other as in time 
implies their equal presence to a subject which is 
not in time. There could be no such thing as time 
if there were not a self-consciousness which is nojt 
in time. As little could there be a relation of objects 
as outside each other, or in space, if they were not 
equally related to a subject which they are not 
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outside ; a subject of which outsideness to anything 
is not a possible attribute ; which by its synthetic 
action constitutes that relation, but is not itself 
determined by it. The same is true of those rela- 
tions which we are apt to treat as independent 
entities under the names matter and motion. They 
are relations existing for a consciousness which they 
do not so condition as that it should itself either 
move or be material."^ 

To God the world is. We know this because, on 
our limited scale, the world as far as known also is. 
The relations set forth in, e.g., any exact science are, 
as such, not in time. They are bits of eternal truth 
attained to by us, and, once reached, held together 
by us as one — all equally present, not as successive 
events, but as parts of a whole. But they were 
not always "equally present," they only gradually 
became so. Jo God the world is, to us the world 
becomes. In this thought will be found the difference 
between God and man, and also the relation between 
man and God. Our consciousness, which holds 
together successive events as equally present, has 
itself apparently a history in time. This " apparent 
state of the case can only be explained by supposing 
that in the growth of our experience, in the process 
of our learning to know the world, an animal 
organism, which has its history in time, gradually 
becomes the vehicle of an eternally complete 

' Proleg. § 52. 
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consciousness. What we call our mental history is 
not a history of this consciousness, which in itself 
can have no history, but a history of the process 
by which the animal organism becomes its vehicle. 
' Our consciousness ' may mean either of two things ; 
either a function of the animal organism, wliich is 
being made, gradually and with interruptions, a 
vehicle of the eternal consciousness ; or that eternal 
consciousness itself, as making the animal organism 
its vehicle, and subject to certain limitations in so 
doing, but retaining its essential characteristic as 
i ndependent of tim e, as the determinant of becoming, 
which has not, and does not, itself become. The 
consciousness which varies from moment to moment, 
which is in succession, and of which each successive 
state depends on a series of 'external and internal' 
events, is consciousness in the former sense. It 
consists in what may properly be called phenomena ; 
in successive modifications of the animal organism, 
which would not, it is true, be what they are if they 
were not media for the realisation of an eternal 
consciousness, but which are not this consciousness. 
On the other hand, it is this latter consciousness, as 
so far realised in, or communicated to, us through 
modification of the animal organism, that constitutes 
our knowledge, with the relations characteristic of 
knowledge, into which time does not enter, which are 
not in becoming, but are once for all what they are. 
It is this again that enables us, by incorporation of 
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any sensation to which attention is given into a 
system of known facts, to extend that system, and 
by means of fresh perceptions to arrive at further 
knowledge."^ 

"God manifests himself in us." We are, in our 
very essential nature, the eternal consciousness, re- 
produced under limitations of time and animal 
organism, but retaining the essential characteristic 
of being out of time as regards our knowledge — 
as regards that in virtue of which we are men. On 
the other hand, the world as a whole only potentially 
is, for our consciousness is a process as well as a 
result. The potential content of our consciousness 
— knowledge — eternally exists as ideas which we 
laboriously attain unto. The universe is an in- 
heritance into which we gradually enter; but final 
possession is not yet. 

Why this should be so it is useless and, indeed, 
unmeaning to ask. We "know not why the world 
should be ; we only know that there it is. In like 
manner we know not why the eternal subject of 
that world should reproduce itself, through certain 
processes of the world, as the spirit of mankind, or 
as the particular self of this or that man in whom 
the spirit of mankind operates. We can only say 
that, upon the best analysis we can make of our 
experience, it seems that so it does."^ The facts of 
human life are only explicable this way. 
> Proleg. § 67. " Ibid. § lOO. 

D 
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Taking all these facts together, we may sum U{ 
as follows : — 

"The unification of the manifold in the world 
implies the presence of the manifold to a mind, foi 
which, and through the action of which, it is a 
related whole. The unification of the manifold ol 
sense in our consciousness of a world implies a certain 
self-realisation of this mind in us through certain 
processes of the world which, as explained, only 
exists through it — in particular through the processes 
of life and feeling. The wonder in which philosophy 
is said to begin will not cease when this conclusion 
is arrived at ; but, till it can be shown to have left 
some essential part of the reality of the case out 
of sight, and another conclusion can be substituted 
for it which remedies the defect, this is no reason for 

rejecting it."^ ^ 

' Prokg. § 82. 



CHAPTER IV. 
THE FREEDOM OF MAN 

"^T^HROUGHOUTthe foregoing discussion .... 

-*- our object, it will be remembered, has been 
to arrive at some conclusion in regard to the posi- 
tion in which man himself stands to the system of 
related phenomena called nature — in other words, 
in regard to the freedom of man ; a conclusion on 
which the question of the possibility of Ethics, as 
other than a branch of physics, depends." ^ In 
these words Green passes from the Metaphysical 
to the Ethical portion of his inquiry. It is im- 
portant to note that the "man himself," hitherto 
investigated, has been only " man as knowing." 
Knowledge, or the capacity of knowledge, is very 
far from exhausting human attributes, as we shall 
see presently, but to have gone further than this 
within the limits of the previous investigation 
would have been a petitio principii. We are en- 
titled now, however, to sum up the results reached, 
and to ask, " Are we justified in going further ? " 

The outcome of the analysis into "What man 
' Proleg. § 74. 
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now is and does," is that man, in himself, is |Vee 
— and that in two ways. 

(i) As not determined by natural forces and 
relations in the same way that anything else in 
nature (including his own _body) is. determined. 
Objects in nature are parts of a complex structure, 
relation to which constitutes their essence — they 
can be explained (with sufficient knowledge) by 
reference to natural forces of which they are the 
product. Man, in himself, cannot be so explained. 

(2) Free in the further, more positive, sense of 
" Free Cause," i.e. Man is not only independent 
(in a certain sense) of the natural world, but is 
actually operative in that world. Just as he is 
able, qm. knowing, to recognise the handiwork of 
that Eternal consciousness of which he is a " mode;" 
so is he able to reproduce the creative operative 
action of that consciousness — both functions being 
exercised under finite limitations. Man, though 
made in the image of God, is neither omniscient 
nor omnipotent. 

That this conclusion is the true outcome of the 
previous investigation Green holds for a twofold 
reason — negative and positive. 

Negatively Green points to the failure of Evolu- 
tionists to account for human functions — acknow- 
ledged by them as such — from purely "natural" 
forces. They attempt to define man's intelligence 
as a product, or development, from a " lower " animal 
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intelligence — instinct, or whatever it may be — which 
is not self-conscious, which is .determined as a 
f^o3uct of equally determined natural agents, and 
explainable by reference to them. But this is to 
commit the logical absurdity of defining ignotum 
per ignotius. "We have much surer ground for 
saying what, in respect of our knowledge, we are ^ 
than for saying what the animals are not"'^ If 
direct introspective analysis of the facts of our 
own consciousness be considered untrustworthy, a 
fortiori any conclusion in regard to lower forms 
of intelligence, of which men can only say they 
are not what the human consciousness is, must be 
even less reliable. We may hold fast the doctrine 
— it is, perhaps, true — that animal consciousness 
is identical in kind with the human ; but that would 
merely prove the former not to be "lower" intelli- 
gence. Whatever the origin of that consciousness 
of which we have direct introspective evidence, it 
must be — even in its lowest forms — already a 
human consciousness ; and let the development be 
what it may, it cannot effect the analysis of its 
nature now^ — an analysis which must be definitely 
an analysis of what man now is and does. 

> Prokg. \ 84. 

' Cf. Proleg. § 83. "If there are reasons for holding that man, 
in respect of his animal nature, is descended from 'mere' animals — 
animals in whom the functions of life and sense were not organic to the 
eternal or distinctively human consciousness — this does not affect our 
conclusion in regard to the consciousness of which, as he now is, man 
is the subject, a conclusion founded on analysis of what he now is 
and does," 
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Positively we find, as a result of the previous 
investigations, that man, in himself, has specially 
and distinctly the power of distinguishing himself 
from nature. He is " conscious of time, of becom- 
ing, of a personal history." ^ Such a consciousness 
cannot itself be determined by these relations which 
exist only for it, and through its action. It is 
most important to notice this characteristic of 
■J/freedom" in knowledge. The controversy upon 
'the question of the " free agency " of man is often 
waged with the implied assumption that "action" 
(in the ordinary sense of the term) is alone con- 
cerned. The Determinist, as such, does not deny 
the possibility of knowledge — quite the contrary; 
yet' the function of knowing exhibits man as 
" undetermined " by natural forces in a manner 
quite as clear as the most unquestioned "voluntary 
act" could so exhibit him. A reflex movement 
of a muscle may be explainable as a product of 
assignable forces, but that conscious analysis and 
recognition of what is before him, on the part 
of an intelligent being, which constitutes an act 
of knowledge, contains elements which cannot be 
so explained. " Our action in knowledge — the 
action by which we connect successive phenomena 
in the unity of a related whole — is an action as 
absolutely from itself, as little to be accounted for 
by the phenomena which through it become an 
• Proleg. \ 8i. 
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intelligent experience, or by anything alien to 
itself, as is that which we have found to be 
implied in the existence of the universal order." ^ 
In respect of knowledge alone — apart from any 
other capacity, real or supposed — man "exerts a 
free activity — an activity which is not in time, not 
a link in the chain of natural becoming, which 
has no antecedents other than itself, but is self- 
originated." ^ 

We see now a little more clearly what is meant 
by calling man a " free cause." Cause because he 
is operative in this world, but free because not 
operative as a link in a chain of cause and effect 
in the ordinary sense of the term. By cause and 
effect is understood "the relation of a given event, 
either to another event invariably antecedent to it, 
and upon which it is invariably sequent, or to an 
assemblage of conditions which together constitute 
the event into which it may be analysed. Such a 
cause is not a 'free' cause."^ It is determined in 
its turn by other events, whereas man can act 
"absolutely from himself" He is therefore "free" 
in the sense that his activity cannot be explained 
except by reference to itself It is self-originated. 
We understand it only through our own exercise 
of it. 

On the other hand, this "freedom" must not be 
exaggerated. It is equally true of man that he is^ 

• Froleg. § 77. " Ibid. § 82. » Ibid. § 75. 
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empirically conditioned. Not true, of course, of man 
in himself, i.e. of what man peculiarly and distinctly 
is, but true of the animal organism which is the 
necessary channel through which his conscious 
activity works. This truth brings up a difficulty. 
" Surely," it may be urged, " these empirically-con- 
ditioned functions and processes are as much 
essential to man, as much part of him, as his e.g. 
knowledge is. Your philosophy leaves him still in 
doubt to deem himself a God or beast, or at best 
tells him he is partly free, partly determined."^ 

The answer to this objection is teleological — "the 
constituent elements of an organism can only be 
truly and adequately conceived as rendered what 
they are by the end realised through the organism."^ 
The processes which are organic to consciousness 
cease, just because so organic, to be "natural" in 
the same sense they would be natural if not organic 
to this consciousness. In a living animal we find 
mechanical structures and arrangements as organs 
for the life it displays, but we do not argue that 
an animal is "partly" a machine because of these 
mechanical structures. Nor do we regard the latter 
in the same way that we should if they were not 
organic to animal life. It may be convenient — for 
certain purposes it is of great help — to consider 
abstractly the mechanical structure of the animal 
by itself as such ; equally so the organic processes 
' Cf. Prokg. f 78. s Ibid. \ 79. 
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of man, but to call the animal partly a machine is 
not more misleading than to call man partly an 
animal — animal, i.e. in "respect of the processes of 
physical change through which an intelligent con- 
sciousness is realised in him. In strict truth the man 
who knows, so far from being an animal altogether 
is not an animal at all, or even in part."^ His very 
essential nature consists in the self-consciousness 
which distinguishes itself from what is around him. 
Biological evolution, in respect to man's physical 
nature, may be true, but the absolute difference 
between change and the intelligent consciousness or 
knowledge of change makes it impossible that the 
latter should have developed out of the former ; and 
if — as, until recently at least, science taught — there 
is not this kind of consciousness in brutes, there can 
be no growth of our mind from such a mind as 
theirs. This negation is, however, purely hypo- 
thetical — the animal mind may be yet found to be 
identical in kind with ours. If so, this will raise the 
brute, not degrade the man. 

1 Proleg. § 79. 



CHAPTER V. 
MORAL PHILOSOPHY 

§ I. THE METHOD OF ETHICS 

THE preliminary inquiry into man and his 
relation to nature is finished. It has given 
us the '' proper foundation," without which a science 
of Ethics is in vain. It remains to build upon this 
foundation a theory of the individual personal life, 
not merely as existent, but as livinp-— to discover, 
if we can, what normal life for man is. But at the 
outset a striking difference presents itself in the 
subject-matter of the inquiry. If we use the word 
"is_" of the moral world at all, we cannot use it in 
the same sense as when predicating of the meta- 
physical world. Hitherto we have been investigating 
' what is actually existing — now, as a matter of fact ; 
but the moral world, Jthough it may picture man 
as he is when rT|(p)rmal, Hoes not^ strictly speaking , 
represe nt him ?'^, |hg, j''^ now, hut as he ought to be . 
The subject-matter of Ethics is not what is, but 
what should be. The world of practice is not given 
to man, but made by him for himself. Yet the 
difference, great as it is, consists solely of a differ- 
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ence in subject-matter, not in faculty. The sam e 
Reason , which,- working by the method of self- 
reflexion, gives us the metaphysical results Jhitherto 
arrived at, is the sourc e of th e . japral.. law which 
guides our conductin th e world Reason has revealed 

to us.^ In a deeper and more practical sense we 

may say the " World is one " ; f or the law of our 
being, by acting in accordance with which we live 
our true life, i s merely the truth of our nature— 
the statement of the relations in which t he individual 
stands to the spiritual whole, o f which he is a part , 
and to that Eternal Consciousness. oL-wMch. Jxe_is, 
a reproduct ion. To hold otherwise, to look for a 
separate moral faculty, would be (apart from the 
obvious petitio principit) indeed to transfer the " unity 
of the cosmos to a larger chaos "^ — to deny Him 
in whom we have our being. " God is not wisely 
trusted when declared unintelligible. God is for 
ever Reason : and His communication. His revela-, 
tion, is reason ; not, however, abstract reaso n, but 
reason as taking a body from, and giving life to, 
the whole system of. experience which makes the 
history of man. The revelation, therefore, is not 
made ia .a-jday,-e¥-a-.generation, or a century. The 
divine mind touches^ modifies, becomes the mind 
of man, through a process of which mere intel- 
lectual conception is only the beginning, but of 
which the gradual complement is an unexhausted 

1 Cf. Proleg. § 39. 
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series of spiritual discipline through all the agencies 
of social life."^ The~ Ethical inquiry is not opposed 
to the Metaphysical, it is merely carrying out into 
the special relations of social life that investigation 
into man's nature which Metaphysics began. 
^There can be no doubt, according to this teaching, 
in answering the question, "What is the proper 
method of Ethics?" Green rejegts as unnecessary, 
untrue, gratuitous, the assumption of a " Separate 
Moral Faculty " in any shape. On the other hand, 
while seeing fully the value of "experience" in 
correcting, and filling up the imperfect conceptions 
of moral duties resulting from man's finite and in- 
complete knowledge, he refuses to rest satisfi ed with 

■ ' "' n »iiiii iimi iiiiii iiiiiiiiiii n ii u i i i ■iiwii»M«iWMi •n^^~~"'^^ 

.any merely " E mpirical" association of desirable 
effects with certain^ lines of conduct. ( Still less is 
he content to take . feelings of .gigasure as the cr i- 
terion and end of human activity. / Xife itself is 
^the end, life itse lf the test, o faction. What is true 
or normal life? — the one question of Ethics — can 
only be discovered, as well as guaranteed, by self- 
reflexion gradually revealing to us human capacity, 
human function, and, consequently, human respon- 
sibility. This method, of whichtElatp is the earliest, 
exponent, is called technically the " Metaphysica l " i 
rpg^ pd of Ethics , because it bases the answer to 
the Ethical question, "What ought man to do?" 
solely upon the_jesults-ja rri vqcj , at i n the previous 
' Works, vol. iii, p. 239. 
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Metaphysical inquiry, "What is man ?" It is dis=-. 
tinguished frp m nther " ]yi;el- hods " in three distinct 
references, viz., Faculty, Operation, Content, which 
it will be convenient to treat separately. 

(i) Faculty^ The Moral Faculty is that same 
Reason which has guided us hitherto, and is the 
source of all our knowledge — Ethical and other. | 
Its origin is the Eternal Co nsciousness of which ' 
we are reproductions, and by which we are able to 
conceive ourselves as not only existing in certain 
relations to the world, but as possessing potentialities 
for more complete relationship. Owing to it we 
see not only what we are, but also jwh at-we _may | 
be. It renders us conscious of wants , of_ca£aci^es 
for d evelgprnent beyond a present state into a bette r ; 
from which again we rise to the conception of a 
possible " best," in which alone final satisfaction may 
be found. It is in these conceptions that the key 
to human effort, i.e. the key to the concreteL^sodal 
institution s around us, is to -h ft. .found. They_re.pfe=. 
sent the definite capabilities , " which, revealed by 
reason, man' has t ried to realise. . The consciousness > 
of having these capacities has been " the parent of \ 
the institutions and usages, of the social judgments ! 
and aspirations, through which human life has been 
so far bettered."^ Man's true good would be their 
complete realisation j'^s^nd the idea, of then?,, whirh 
is the preliminary sine qua non of a py f^ffnrj: to attain 
^ ^Proleg. § l8o. 
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' this realisation, is given to us by th at same Reaso n 
to which we owe all our knowledge of human nature. 
The individual man's " conscienc e"^ (so-called) is 
only the " reas,oja_ffiithin^ him " reflectingji pon, an d 
influenced_^by, timtj^eason without him " manifest 
in the structure and controlling sentiment of society. 
It has no doubt a history, but it is a " history which 
does not carry us back to anything beyond reason. 
It is a history of which reason is the beginning and 
the end." 

Reason then being the " Faculty " of Ethics, what 
exactly is its mode of (2) Operation ? The answer 
is "Self-reflexion," the^ analysis of thejagts of oiu 
consciousness. No other method is admissible except 
at the cost of begging the very question at issue. 
For good or ill we must, with Plato and Aristot le, 
listen to reason as our best guide — t he only guid e 
worthy_o.f trust on the part of beings such as we 
believe ourselves to be. It operates always in the 
same way — by analysis r>f f-^P '^"bjVrt-m atter iq 
hand- It " interprets " niir rjatnre, if ^Ines nn \ 
" anticipate '!_jt. In emphatic language Green urges 
that "Self-reflexion is the only possible method of 
learning what is the inner man or mind that our 
action expresses . . . Judgments so arrived at must 
be the point of departure for all enquiry into 
processes by which our actual moral nature may 
have been reached."^ Inquiries into the nature of 
1 Cf. Prokg. \\ 216-7. " Hid. \ 94. 
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animal movements, animal processes, etc., etc., are 
in themselves of great scientific value, but " whatever 
the result of such enquiries, it can only be through 
a confusion that we allow them to affect our con- 
clusions in regard to the actuality of our conscious 
life." In fact, " our knowledge of what that life is 
may not seldom ent itle us to reject specula tJQQ. as 
to a process^ by which it has come about, on the 
ground that such a product as can be legitimately 
traced from the process is not_the inner life which 
w e kn ow. But no inference from such supposed 
processes can entitle us to decide that this life is 
not that which a sufficiently comprehensive view of 
the evidence afforded by itself would authorise us 
in taking it to be; since the acceptance of this 
evidence as the given reality is the presupposition 
of any enquiry into a process by which the given 
reality has come to be." 

The "Faculty" of Moral Science, as of all other 
science, is Reason ; the method of operation is, as 
always, analysis of the " given reality " ; the " reality "^ 
given us in ethical investigations is the Self, Not I 
any abstract self, any mere logical point of reference, 
but the concrete actual self, clothed with the wealth 
of relations — family and social — in which it lives 
and- moves. This brings us to the (3) Content of 
Ethics. The "content" of Ethics, i.e. the Jbrmulated 
results of t^^*^ iSdcr^^i consists of a jjodv of Moral 
' Cf, Remarks on the relation of oiaia. to y^evis, supra, pages 16-18. 
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Judgments. These judgments are s tatements of what 
we '" ought to do " under definite conditions, or in 
other words, of what man actually does when acting 
jiormaUy. At any given moment an agent, possessed 
of definite capacities, is in relation to an environment 
exhibiting certain definite qualities. The relation so 
established must be actualised. Reason reveals these 
capacities and relations by analysis of the self and 
its surroundings, and so deduces the true epyov, or 
function of this or that kind of man (not man in the 
abstract) under the given conditions. In this way 
the content of Ethics — the things which it is right 
for us to do — varies from generation to generation , 
owing to the same cause from which_Hi^ral judgments 
derive in the first place their origin ; viz., reflexion 
upon the self and the surroundings. This reflexion 
gives us definite conceptions of a "good," as yet 
potential, to be made actual. What shape this 
" good " has taken in the minds of men can be seen 
objectively in the social and political institutions 
received from our predecessors. But this very power 
of self-objectivisation carries with it the capacity to 
see imperfections and incompleteness in these con- 
ceptions of the good for man. Hence the evidence 
reveals not only-a iigood," but also a^l'Jietter,/^ which 
itself forms a step t o a po ssible " best," moxaoiUgss 
dinilji_5dgible, and stimulates our effort to realise 
more completely the ideal which we feel to be our 
true self. History makes manifest the progress in 
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the past, and helps to guarantee, as well as correct, 
the analysis of the actually present. If we are 
honest with ourselves we cannot doubt what the 
previous conceptions of human good have been — 
they are manifest in social institutions and accepted 
Moral laws — nor can we fail to see some better con- 
ception in which the self will find satisfaction, and 
which clearly marks out the path it is our duty to 
travel. These conceptions, formulated into Moral 
Judgments, are the "content" of the Science of 
Ethics. 

§ 2. THE POSSIBILITY OF ETHICS 

We have been anticipating a little, but unavoid- 
ably. In sketching, however slightly, a "method" 
of Ethics it is impossible to avoid foreshadowing 
results which, for the moment, seem to be taken 
for granted, but which do not carry their justifica- 
tion on the surface. The language used in the 
preceding section implies (i) Thatjnanjs^ qualified I 
by attributes rendering an Ethical science possible/ 
which is not a science of him in the same sense 
that e.g. Physiology is, (2) That he looks forwardl 
to a Moral Ideal to be attained unto by conscious! 
effort on his own part, not backward to a series! 
of natural changes through which he has come\ 
to be what he is, (3) That his history is a history \ 
of progress of which the explanation lies in this 
ideal, as the end toward which he is travelling. 

E 
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These implications require justification by the 
'Method of Self-reflexion alone open to us. No 
other evidence is admissible. Only if the "analysis 
of the facts of our consciousness " reveals attributes 
or capacities logically involving these results are we 
justified in holding to them. First, as to the " Possi- 
bility" of Ethics. 

This Possibility rests upon three facts of human 
life, which may be stated baldly, as follows : — ^ 

(i) In all conduct to which moral predicates are 
applicable, a man is an object to himself. 

(2) Such conduct — equally, whether virtuous or 
vicious — expresses a motive consisting in an idea 
of personal good, which the man seeks to realise 
by action. 

(3) The presentation of such an idea is not 
explicable by any series of events in time, but 
implies the action of an eternal consciousness, 
which makes the processes of animal life organic 
to a particular reproduction of itself in man. 

We have seen already, in the Metaphysical 
portion of our inquiry, that the essential character- 
istic of man is that he is a "Self," and is conscious 
of it. Conscious, also, of his distinction from, and 
yet relation to, the world, of which he is a part, 
and that Eternal Consciousness in whom that 
world and he have their being. But this very 
consciousness brings out clearly that, though man 
' Proleg. § 115. 
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is (pva-et a normal part of a normal whole, yet, at 
any given moment, he may be actually not so. 
Something is needed that he may become what he 
recognises that (when his true self) he is. The 
world of experience differentiates from the world 
of practice. In the former, the objects revealed 
" carry their reality with them " ;^ in the latter, the 
reality has still to be given to that which, as yet, 
exists only in idea. The objects of the moral 
world exist in consciousness prior to their exist- 
ence in reality in the ordinary sense of the term. 
The explanation of this fact is that man is 
consciously an object to himself, and actuated, as 
a consequence, not by wants, but by motiyes, i.e. by 
an idea of an end which he presents to himself 
and strives and tends to realise. This "end," 

again, is ^lwaj^s3,.^l.£e|222SL»S£2i" SL^°™^ form. 
The animals have " wants," but (as far as weToitrw) 
they do not consciously present these wants to a 
Self as an end in " which that Self would find 
satisfaction," any more than in knowledge they are 
(apparently) aware of the facts of their conscious- 
ness as such. Man always is actuated by this 
conception of himself as satisfied. In other words, 
human actions are determined by motives. 
\ In this phrase, "determined by motives," Green 
'expresses his divergence from both Determinism,^ 
(on the one side, and Volunt arianigny as popularly 

' Froleg. § 86, 
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represented, on the other. The form of expres 
is directed emphatically a gainst the "arbitrarin( 
in^Jhe ..popijl ar conception of,. the.,JExt.e.dc>m of 
Will, but in its meaning it vin dicates hu 
responsibility in the fullest sense of the t 
Verbally it is id entical with Dete rm inist doc j 
as ordinarily formulated, and Green does 
shrink from the admission that, "rightly un 
stood," the statement "action is always prodi 
by the strongest motive" is true. The meai 
attached to the word motive is the important p 
— if one sense of the word be taken, action beco 
impossible ; if another, man is left a free and 
sponsible agent. In any case, howeveL —Ia 
agrees with the Peterminists,_in , rejecting,, 
popular conception of Free will. According 
this latter conception, maii, before., any given_ 
is affected by various desires, or motives, c 
conflicting, not one of which .detenimiea_hia. 
but betwfienjidaich..,he,makes„a,, choice. No rei 
is given why he chooses this, and not that, 
is free in the sense of bein_g arbitrary — his ch 
is not itself determined by a motive, or by ; 
thing else ; and this arbitrary, unintelligible ch 
is called an "act of, .will." 

Against this conception of an " act of will," G 
protests that it is voi4,a^nd_unmeaiiing. It is 
that before an act a man may often be legitimj 

described as "torn hy rnnflrX-ing HpciVpc " or^Eppe 
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to_by - vaTious_motiyes ; but so long as this stat e 
last s he cannot, strictly speaki n^!i-be-said-ta-"-desire," 
or to have a ny " motive "_a tjall. A ni ot ive is so me- ! 
thmg^with wh ich he identifies himself, some object} 
irriEelrealisation_o>f which he believes the self will* 
be^satisfied, and towards^ the attainment of which 
the whole man himself is jdirected. Unless there is 
some such definite object, there is no "act of will" 
at all. But this consideration brings out also the 
ambiguity and the unsatisfactoriness of the Deter- 
minist position, according to which " the motive 
which, possibly after a period of conflict with other 
motives, ultimately proves the strong esL-DfiCgsaarlLy 
determi nes the act ." This view ignores^the^rfact 
tha|_thejiiotiy£,xaiuiot, ex vi_termini, be .identified 
vj rjth one of the desires or aversions .which_caaflict 
" before the man has made up Jiia-mind." If so, the 
man would act, or rather be moved, in several 
different directions at one and the same time, which 
is absurd. The actual "desire" which he seeks to 
gratify may be found ultimately to be one of these 
preliminary claimants for his notice, but as suck 
they are not his desire, nor the motive for his act. 
As well say that the candidates for a Professorship 
are as such the elected Professor. The motive is 
that object with which the. man identifies himself 
as his goodcu; satisfaction, and not until then is it 
a motive. This motive does necessarily determine 
the act. The act may be wrong, the object sought 
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one in which true self-satisfaction cannot be found; 
but this is an error of judgment, not the triumph 
of some " strongest desire " in the sense of something 
" outside " a man drawing him on " in spite of him- 
self." There is no parity — nothing, strictly speaking, 
in_commpn, betwee.n. these inipuls^ which have been 
previously soliciting the Will, and that object, with 
which he identifies his self-satisfa.cjt:ion. It is because 
the phrase "strongest motive"^ seems to imply this 
parity that (in spite of a certain truth ^ it contains) 
it is so misleading. In fact, it "may very well 
happen that the desire which q^cts_^ma.n^ most 
strongly is one which he, decides^ on xesisting.J In 
spite of its strength, he cannot make t(s object kts 
object, the object with which he seeks to satisfy 
himself"* The desires (so-called) with which a 
man does not identify his self-satisfaction, and the 
desire in the satisfaction of which he sees his good, 
will be found to differ emphatically from each other ; 
and it is only the latter which can be properly 
described as the "motive determining the act." 

' Proleg. § 105. 

'' <y § 97- "We admit at once that, if he is not free or self- 
determined in his motive, he is not free at all. To a will free in 
the sense of unmotived we can attach no meaning whatever. . . . We 
know of no other expression of Will but a motive in the sense above 
explained, or, as it may be called to avoid ambiguity, a strongest 
motive. Such a motive is the Will in act. The question as to the 
freedom of the Will we take to be a question as to the origin of 
such a strongest motive." 

^ Proleg. § 105. 
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Herein lies man's freedom, man's responsibility, ^e \ 
js free, not as undeterm ined by motive , but in the > 
f act that the motive lies in the man himself JHe- ; 
makes it, and is responsible for it. The " Possibility i 
of Ethics " "does" noTTrise from a supposed power ; 
of "Unmotived Willing," but from_J he fact- that 
m otives can not_l egitimately be regarded as natural 
phenomena, in the same sense in which processes 
of vegetable growth or conditions of animal wants 
are such. These phenomena are out of our power. 
They are natural events follgwing^natjiral sequences ; 
but the consciousness of a wanted object differs 
absolutely in kind from such a want. It involves 
a process of self-conscious presentation to which 
the animal"^^sTaF"as^we~l?now) is a stranger ; but 
which in any case cannot be accounted for by a 
mere preponderance in strength on the part of one 
among other conflicting impulses. They come and 
go ; but the self to which they are all referred as 
they arise is a permanent fact, and it is this self- 

reference which constitutes essentially a desire o r 

III 1.1 ^ — ■ ' ' _ ■' 

motive in the proper sense. Desire " implies on the 

' - — .Jii , 7 , ,1, ,1, III ■"■ (V 

part of the desiring subject (a) a_distinctiQn of itself | 
at once from its desire and from the real world ; I 
(b) a consciousness that the conditions of the real/ 
world are at present not in harmony with it, tha 
subject of the desire ; (c) an effort, however undef 
veloped or misdirected, so to adjust the conditions 
of the real world as to procure satisfaction of the 
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desire."! It may be true that a "want" is a neces- 
sary presupposition jDf a "motive," so is possibly 
sensation to a perception ;^ but just as a perception 
consists not of the sensation,- b"^ "^ ^ ■';pnt;^turn 
definitely --EecQgnise£L_aa._Si}ch, so in the Ethica l 
sphere a motive is not the animal w av^^hf^l fj cwant , 
nr 1-atVipr was ted object, definitely recognised as tha t 
in t he attainment of whichJ-he sel f ^Yffl-^^'^ '"<•= ''T" 
good or satisfaction.- An element may be a neces- 
sary constituent of something without being in any 
intelligible sense that thing itself Take for example 
the life of a living body. To this living body certain 
mechanical or chemical processes are necessary ; but 
unless a man is prepared to maintain that these 
processes of themselves constitute the life, he cannot 
legitimately argue that life is a chemical or me- 
chanical process. Analogously a " moral_action, «'.«. 
an action from motives. is_jiot a natural even t, 
^ecause natural want is necessar y to it , unless_tlie 
self-consci ousn ess in_ andjdirough which a motiv e 
aris^ out j)f the want j^s^ jtself, a natural even t, ,or. 
series of events, or a relati on between event s." ^ 
None of these three alternatives can seriously be 
held to constitute the "Self" of which we are directly 
conscious — of that self " which throughout the suc- 
cessive stages, the abatements and revivals, of a 
want presents the single idea of the self-satisfaction 
to be attained in its filling ; which unites successive 
^ Proleg. 5 132. ^ Cf. supra, p. 28. ^ Proleg. § 89. 
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wants in the idea of a general need for which 
provision is to be made, and holds together the 
successive wants and fillings as the connected but 
distinct incidents of an inner life, as an experience 
of happiness or the reverse." ^ But to reject these 
alternatives is to admit that that which constitutes 
the very essence of a "motive" is not to be explained 
as a determination by antecedent events, or by any 
other conditions of which it is not itself the source. 

Human \ ac,tJ 9n..ma jfc.Ahua. be. ej^plajoed-somewhat 
as follows: A want — ani mal or other, con ditionecj 
by antecedent natural event s — arises and is pre - 
sented to the self in consciousness as such ; it is 
recognised as something" in ^^Eich^self-satisfaction 
will be found , a means by which that self would 
beco me its true self (which at the moment eo ipso 
it is not) ; by thjs_recognition_tibe_ want is trans- 
formed into a motive , i.e. an end in which the self 
percei ves its g'ood, and which it tries^ to_ realise. 
^uma£_dhaiasteJL— is-Jauilt^ up. __of the self thus 

^ Proleg. \ 90. 

^ Cf. Works, ii. p. 337. " The condition of a moral life is the 
possession of Will and Reason. Will is the capacity in a man of 
being determined to action by the idea of a possible satisfaction of 
himself. An act of Will is an action so determined. A state of 
Will is the capacity as determined by the particular objects in which 
the man seeks self-satisfaction ; and it becomes a character in so far as 
the self-satisfaction is habitually sought in objects of a particular kind. 
Practical reason is the capacity in a man of conceiving the perfection 
of his nature as an object to be attained by action. All moral ideas 
have their origin in reason, i.e. in the idea of a possible self-perfection 
to be attained by the moral agent." 
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successively determined by the consciousness of 
these ends, and the desire to realise them ; the 
identification of the Self with ajQfltixe.-CQnati£utes 
an ac t of Will, and the fact that all human action, 
with conseg[uent_ human _ character,, is due to^rtiis 
Self-determination, constitutes^Freedpm. 

The Will is free because the man is free. The 
Will is simp]^/^Jhe_man. IMs no separate Faculty 
co^OTdjnate with_^thej' Jaculties. l£. it were, the 
man would be as much determined as if^his. jmgye- 
ments were regulated by external necessity. He 
would be a slave to one of his own attributes. 
Nor is it abstract or blind force. An act of Will 
is illumined by the conception of_a^ definite good, 
which comes clothed with the warmth of feeling, 
and is legitimately called an "object of desire." 
This object is so constituted by the man himself, 
and the movement towards it is a Self-determina- 
tion. " Will, then, is equally and ind ist inguishably 
desire and thought — not, however, mere desire or 
mere thought, if by that is meant desire or thought 
as they might exist in a being that was not self- 
distinguishing and self-seeking, or as they may 
occur to a man independently of any action of 
himself; but desire and t hought _a s they are in - 
volved in the direction of _ a self-distinguislyng 
and self-seeking subject to^. the-fealisa±iDja_j^^_an 
_idea. If so, it must be a mistake to regard the 
Will as a faculty which a man possesses along 
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with other faculties — those of desire, emotion, 
thought, etc. — and which has the singular privilege 
of acting independently of other faculties, so that, 
given a man's character as it, at any time, results 
from the direction taken by those other faculties, 
the Will remains something apart, which may 
issue in action different from that prompted by 
the character. The Will is simply the man. Any 
act of Will is the expression of t he. man-as-Jie.-at 
th e time, is. T he motive issuing in his act, the 
object of his Will, the idea which, for the time> 
he sets himself to realise, are but the same thing 
in different words. Each is the reflex of what, for 
the time, as at once feeling, desiring, and thinking, 
the man is. In willing he carries with him, so 
to speak, his whole self to the realisation of the 
given idea. All the time that he so._wills,Jh.e may 
feel the_pangs of conscience, or (on the other 
hand) the annoyance, the sacrifice, implied in 
acting conscientiously. He may think that he 
is doing wrong, or that it is doubtful whether, 
after all, there is really an objection to his acting 
as he has resolved to do. He may desire some- 
one's good opinion which he is throwing away, 
or some pleasure which he is sacrificing. But for 
all that, it is only the feeling, thought, and desire, 
represented by the act of Will, that the man 
recognises as, for the time, himself. The feeling, 
thought, and desire, with which the act conflicts. 
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are influences that he is aware of, influ ences to 
which he is susceptible, but they are npt^f"^ 



§ 3. THE MORAL IDEAL 

The spring of action, we have seen, is (in Aristo- 
tehan phraseology) a "final," not an "efficient" 
cause. Man is not pushed on by blind force from 
behind, he strives to realise an end which lies before 
him. His action may be "determined by motive," 
but this "motive" is an idea, actual as yet only in 
the mind of a self-conscious personality, but the 
realisation of which, in concrete fact, is recognised 
as a true "good." This interpretation of motive 
implies definitely that human life has a real " end " — 
a final " Good " or " Ideal " — which however im- 
possible practically of present realisation, exists as 
a possibility for us, and may be said to be a present 
\ reality in the divine mind which constitutes our own 
true self For not only is this conception of a final 
end logically involved in the previous discussion on 
the nature of motive, but follows necessarily from 
the metaphysical conclusions upon which our Ethics 
rests. These conclusions, expressed in terms of the 
moral life, may be summarised as follows : — 

"Through certain media, and under certain con- 
sequent limitations, but with the constant charac- 
teristic of self-consciousness and self-objectification, 

1 Proleg. § 153. 
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the one divine mind gradually reproduces itself in 
the human soul. In virtue of this principle in him, 
man has definite capabilities, the realisation of which, 
since in it alone he can satisfy himself, forms his true 
good. They are not realized, however, in any life 
that can be observed, in any life that has been, or 
is, or (as it would seem) that can be lived by man 
as we know him ; and for this reason we cannot say, 
with any adequacy, what the capabilities are. Yet, 
because the essence of man's spiritual endowment 
is the consciousness of having it, the idea of his 
having such capabilities, and of a possible better 
state of himself, consisting in their further realiza- 
tion, is a moving influence in him. It has been the 
parent of the institutions and usages, of the social 
judgments and aspirations, through which human 
life has been so far bettered ; through which man 
has so far realised his capabilities, and marked out 
the path that he must follow in their further realiza- 
tion. As his true good is, or would be, their complete 
realisation, so his goodness is proportionate to his 
habitual responsiveness to the idea of there being 
such a true good, in the various forms of recognised 
duty and beneficent work in which that idea has so 
far taken shape among men."^ 

The moral ideal, moral goodness, moral progress, 
are all here involved, but their exact , nature — the 
concrete clothing to be given to these vague phrases — 

1 Proleg. § 180. 
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is yet very far from manifest. Granting that a moral 
ideal is implied in the facts of human nature we 
have discovered, granting further (for the moment 
at least) that this ideal is the conscious purpose of 
the divine Intelligence, actually to Him^ present, 
though not yet realised (or realisable) by us, have we 
any ground for hopi ng th at^th is ideal is in_aay-way 
cbnceivabre^ by us? Can we look forward to it as 
a definite goal ? Can we use it as a criterion ? We 
are not here concerned with its practicability in the 
present. The question to ask of such a conception 
is not, "Will it work?" but, " Is it true?" But even 
so it might be argued that human thought is just 
as incapable of conceiving the (or even a) "Moral 
Ideal," as human will is impotent to realise it in 
concrete life. In one sense this is obviously true — 

• Cf. Proleg. \ 187. "When we speak of any subject as in process 
of development according to some law, we must mean, if we ^o speak 
advisedly, that that into which the subject is being developed already 
exists for some consciousness. We express the same thing by saying 
that the subject is something, in itself or potentially, which it has not 
yet in time actually become ; and this again implies that in relation to 
some conscious being, it is eternally that which in some other relation 
it is in time coming to be. A state of life or consciousness not yet 
attained by a subject capable of it, in relation to thai subject we say 
actually is not ; but if there were no consciousness for which it existed, 
there would be no sense in saying that in possibility it is, for it would 
be simply nothing at all. Thus, when we speak of the human spirit 
being in itself, or in possibility, something which is not yet realised in 
human experience, we mean that there is a consciousness for, and in 
which, this something really exists, though, on the other hand, for the 
consciousness which constitutes human experience it exists only in 
possibility?" 
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to understand fully that "one far-off divine event" 
would be omniscience, not science, but, fortunately 
for struggling humanity, there are alternatives 
between omniscience on the one hand, and utter 
unconsciousness on the other. Man is not yet deos, 
but he is more than Bfipiov, and even if we ask the 
question in its most difficult form, viz., what in 
concrete detail of daily life is the Moral Ideal ? we 
have some clue at least to an answer. We can 
point to a "better" which is confessedly desirable 
of realization, even though when actually realized 
we may be still "worlds removed" from the "best"; 
and this " better " (again confessedly) is to be found 
in the development of institutions which are actual 
parts of the present social life. That for any given 
individual the will to strive for this better involves 
a "change of heart" may be true, but no other 
change is involved. There is no necessity to take 
refuge in dreams, or to divorce our thoughts from 
facts of ordinary life. The elements which make 
for purity, for happiness, for peace, for greater 
harmony in mutual relations, for a more complete 
social unity are here amongst us, recognisable and 
indisputable. We can conceive these elements 
working more freely than at present ; we can picture 
a life less interfered with by destructive influences 
— in which what is good is increased, what is evil 
lessened — without outstepping or ignoring the plain 
facts of human nature. Such a conception is already 
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a Moral Ideal, but we can surely go further? With- 
out arrogating to ourselves the gift of prophecy, can 
we not see distinctly certain characteristics or con- 
ditions which must be fulfilled by an ideal, whatever 
the actual concrete manifestation of these conditions 
may be ? It would be disloyal to ourselves as rational 
beings to think otherwise, and however " formal " (in 
the technical sense) the result of such effort may 
appear, it need not, if read in the light of the 
concrete nature we know, be either vague or in- 
definite. 

I _--The MoralJdeal-i&.A_state of "well-being." The 
well-being which, "in a calm hour,"^ we desire is 
always an abiding satisfaction of an abiding self 
From this simple thought, alone, flow important 
consequences. It emphasizes at once the great 
truth — taught us by Plato and Aristotle — that only 

-in the 'ipyov of man is true well-being to be found. 
Our ideal must be emphatically human. It must 
consist of the development — more or less complete 
according as our conception is more or less final 
— of human capacities, human character. No 
"end" which involves the absorption of men into 
something else, can be legitimately regarded as 
"our" end. Pantheism, e.g. in any form, refined 
or crude, may be rejected at once as a contradic- 
tion in terms when regarded as a goal for 
humanity. The true "end" of human^ progress 

1 Proleg. \ 234. 
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must bea. state in "the attainment of which 
persons — agents who" are ends to themselves 3-_. 
are not extinguished"^ but continue_Jte-^^-ejetst:" 
It is true that we are " nianBesIaHons of a divine 
principle " ; but " it is clearly of the very essence 
of the doctrine above advanced, that the divine 
principle, which we suppose to be realising itself 
in man, should be supposed to realise itself in 
persons, as such. But for reflection on pur 
personality, on our consciousness of ourselves as 
objects to ourselves, we could never dream of 
there being such a self-realising principle at all, 
whether as implied in the world or in ourselves. 
It is only because we are consciously objects to 
ourselves, that we can conceive a world as an 
object to a single mind, and thus as a connected 
whole. It is the irreducibility of this self-objecti- 
fying consciousness to anything else, the impossi-'. 
bility of accounting for it as an effect, that compels , 
us to regard it as the presence in us of the mind 
for which the world exists. To admit, therefore, 
that the self-realisation of the divine principle 
can take place otherwise than in a consciousness 
which is an object to itself, would be in contradic- 
tion of the very ground upon which we believe 
that a divine principle does so realise itself in 
man. Personality, no doubt, is a term that has 
often been fought over without any very precise 

'^ProUg. § 189. 
F 
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meaning being attached to it. If we mean any- 
thing else by it than the quality in a subject of 
being consciously an object to itself, we are not 
justified in saying that it necessarily belongs to 
God, and to any being in whom God, in any 
measure, reproduces or realises Himself But what- 
ever we mean by personality, and whatever diffi- 
culties may attach to the notion that a divine 
principle realises itself ... in the persons of men, 
it is certain that we shall only fall into contradic- 
tions by substituting for persons, as the subject 
in which the divine self-realisation takes place, 
any entity to which self- consciousness cannot in- 
telligibly be ascribed. If it is impossible that the 
divine self-realisation should be complete in such 
persons as we are, or can conceive ourselves coming 
to be, on the other hand, in the absence of self- 
objectification, which is at least the essential thing 
in personality, it cannot even be inchoate."' 

There is a sense in which we may speak of a 
national spirit, of a development of mankind, of 
a change in human nature and the like, as distinct 
from the individual characters or experiences of 
the actual persons in whom such development 
has taken place. But we must not be misled by 
these phrases. A nation may, for certain con- 
venient purposes, be itself personified or regarded 
as a more permanent factor in the history of the 
^ Prokg, \ 182. 
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world, than any given set of individuals in it; 
but there can be nothing in a nation which is 
not in, or is not derived from, the individuals 
actually composing it. A nation, it is true, is 
never merely an aggregate of individuals ; but, on 
the other hand, it is never anything opposed to, 
or separate from, the persons who compose it. The 
"life of the nation" has no real existence, except 
as the life of the individuals of which it is made 
up, and however true it may be (it is a most 
important truth) that in some sense a nation is 
" greater " than an individual, of " more value " 
than an individual, and more stimulative of loyal, 
unselfish devotion, yet ultimately our "moral value" 
is always relative to person's as such. " Our ultimate 
standard of worth is an ideal o{ personal worth." 

There are great difficulties, doubtless, in this 
conception. Suppose it argued that the "analysis 
of the facts of our consciousness," to which we have 
been so entirely trustful, reveals capacities of the 
human spirit which are obviously not realisable in 
persons existing in any society we know, or can 
possibly conceive, or even is calpable of existing, 
on earth. The very capacity, e.g. of self-objectifi- 
cation, seems to be of this kind. It is of its own 
nature out of time, eternal. Its aspirations, again, 
seem often such that, under the limitations of human 
society, they are impossible of realisation under any 
conditions conceivable by us. To answer fully these 
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difficulties is impossible ; but it may be pointed 
out that, instead of weakening our faith in the 
continued existence of "persons," they actually 
strengthen it. To argue that our personal self 
shows evidence of capacities impossible of realiza- 
tion under any social conditions we know, may well 
make us shrink from attempting too much detail 
in our sketch of the "ideal" society, but can only 
still further justify our conviction that no ideal 
which absorbs persons into something "other" or 
"higher" can be our ideal. It might, indeed, be 
argued (on our side) that these capacities "justify 
the supposition that the personal life, which his- 
torically or on earth is lived under conditions which 
thwart its development, is continued in a society 
with which we have no means of communication 
through the senses, but which shares in and carries 
further every measure of perfection attained by men 
under the conditions of life that we know."^ On 
the other hand, doubtless, we may " pronounce the 
problem suggested by the constant spectacle of un- 
fulfilled human promise to be simply insoluble. But 
meanwhile the negative assurance, at any rate, must 
remain, that a capacity, which is nothing except as 
personal, cannot be realised in any impersonal modes 
of being." ^ It is true that some capacities do pass 
away — they contribute their share as means to an 
end beyond themselves, and are no more (e.g. if 
1 froleg, § 185. 2 Ibid. § 185. 
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natural science speaks truly, the particular capacities 
of myriads of " low " forms of life) ; but a capacity 
which consists in a self-conscious personality cannot 
be supposed to pass away. It is not itself a series, 
or one of a series, in time ; for the series in time 
exists for it. It partakes of the nature of the 
eternal; and we may say finally on this point that 
"great as are the diiificulties which beset the idea 
of human development when applied to the facts of 
life, we do not escape them, but empty the idea of 
any real meaning, if we suppose the end of the 
development to be one in the attainment of which 
persons — agents who are ends to themselves — are ex- 
tinguished, or one which is other than a state of self- 
conscious being, or one in which that reconciliation 
of the claims of persons, as each at once a means 
to the good of the other and an end to himself, 
already partially achieved in the higher forms of 
human society, is otherwise than completed." ^ 

These last words bring out a further characteristic 
which a Moral Ideal must possess, if in it we are 
r^HyJo^find an- "-abtding-'Eratisfaction of an abiding 
self." The ideal is not only personal, it is also 
social. Not that these two conceptions are opposed 
to each other — still less inconsistent with each other. 
They are different sides of one fact. "Without 
society, no persons"^ is as true as that society is 
made up of persons. The ".self," for certain logical 
• Proleg. § 189. 2 Ibid. § 190. 
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purposes, is rightly regarded as an abstract point 
of reference ; but the moral self, the " me," the 
self as actually a factor in the life we know, and 
of which our ideal is the complete fulfilment, is no 
" abstract or empty self It is a self already affected 
in the most primitive forms of human life by mani- 
fold interests, among which are interests in other 
persons. These are not merely interests dependent 
on other persons for the means to their gratification, 
but interests in the good of those other persons — 
interests which cannot be satisfied without the con- 
sciousness that those other persons are satisfied. 
The man cannot contemplate himself as in a better 
state, or on the way to the best, without contem- 
plating others, not merely as a means to that better 
state, but as sharing it with him."i Society is the 
very condition of the development of persons, and 
its special function is to render possible and to 
further this development. Hence, our Moral Ideal 
is necessarily an ideal society — a whole, not an 
aggregate, made up of parts in normal inter-relation 
— each part fully conscious of itself, as such, while 
finding its true well-being in the relations to other 
parts, these relations being simply the perfect de- 
velopment of the special capacities of the individual 
members. Neither aspect of this ideal can be left 
out of sight ; the social whole is indeed organic, it 
has life and growth, but the parts of the organism 
' Prokg. § 199. 
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are self-conscious individuals. The final good is, 
on the other hand, perfectiori of .character; but 
character can only be formed in the discharge of 
function, in the performance of duties which are 
neither egoistic nor altruistic in any significant sense, 
but which form ivepyela, the very true self of each 
of us. This is the goal towards which the "good 
will" strives — the criterion which the "reason" of 
man applies in estimating the worth of any action 
or institution in the present. All other '' values " are 
relative to it. " The perfection of human character 
— a perfection of individuals which is also that of 
society, and of society which is also that of in- 
dividuals — is for man the only object of absolute 
or intrinsic value ; this perfection consisting in a 
fulfilment of man's capabilities according to the 
divine idea or plan of them."^ 

Here again we are forced back upon the practical 
question ; viz., what help, i.e. what definite guidance 
do these conceptions give us in correcting our moral 
judgments, or in enabling us to state definitely " that 
which it is our duty to do "? The formal character 
of the Moral Ideal just -sketched may be accepted 
without question, but even if we admit its value as 
saving us from utter darkness, it remains at the 
best a " vacant form of light " ; and it is not a 
form we want, but a content, a filling. Are we 
really any nearer than before to a conception of 
* Proleg. § 247. ♦^ 
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what man's better nature definitely and concretely 
consists in? 

The answer to this question would be (probably) 
affirmative or negative according to the character, 
or even the temporary mood, of the questioner. The 
plan of a house on paper is assuredly nothing at all 
for a man craving immediate shelter, but in certain 
other references it might be regarded as almost 
everything. In regard to a theory of Ethics, 
especially where even the fundamental basis is a 
matter of controversy, such a " form " as that given 
above will be a very haven of rest to the tired 
enquirer. Few men have been more alive than - 
Green to the pressing urgency of practical questions, 
but he would plead with Aristotle^ So^eie S' av iravroi 
iiyai irpoayayeiv Kai SiapOpwaai tu (caXwy exovra Ty 
-Trepiypa^lj, Kat o xpovos tcov toiovtwv evperrji rj awepyos 
ayaQo's eivai. Even if we admit the value to be 
rather negative than positive, it is no small gain to 
be delivered from moral anarchy — to gain possession 
of a definite principle which, if it does not issue of 
itself a practical command at this^. or that moment, 
is ever ready as a criterion to which we may refer 
a suggested line of action. Time is a sure " fellow- 
worker" in this matter. If we honestly attempt to 
realize and develop the actual institutions among us 

' "It would seem that, the outline once fairly drawn, any one can 
carry on the work and fit in the several items which time reveals to 
us or helps us to find." — iViV. MiA, i. 7, § 17, 1098' 22. ^jAatvo . Wum 
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which "make for righteousness," their permanent 
good, as well as their temporary limitations, become 
increasingly clear. " Qf_w^at^ jiltimate_ well-being 
may be, we are unable to say anything, but that it 
must be the complete fulfiTment of our capabilities 
. . . but of particular forms of life and action we can 
say that they are better, or contribute more to true 
well-being than others, because in them there is 
a further fulfilment of man's capabilities, and there- 
fore a nearer approach to the end in which alone 
he can find satisfaction for himself"^ We have 
to our hand a " better," which is the necessary step 
on the road to the " best," and must be found 
in the actual concrete life about us. The " Form " T 
of_virtue is constant, but the _" Content " is ever 
changing. 

We can see this clearly if we compare the Moral 
Ideal of Plato and Aristotle with modem Christian 
conceptions of Virtue. We have, admittedly, ad- 
vanced upon these thinkers, but in what exactly 
does the advance consist? It might almost be 
described as a little matter of quantity — a mere 
difference in the range of persons denoted by the 
term "neighbour." Much is implied in this differ- 
ence in "range," but it is easy (in our self-com- 
placency) to exaggerate it, and to forget that, in 
what constitutes the very essence of Morality, 
they were not only on a level with us, but, as 

' Proleg. § 239. 
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far as we can see, were final. The "end" they 
conceived — a perfected humanity — is adequate; the 
distinction of true from seeming virtue, as consisting 
in the "motive," has never been more clearly ex- 
pressed ; their insight into the fundamental nature 
of morality as "social well-being," to which each, 
in his respective way, contributes by the perform- 
ance, for its own sake, of his duty to his neighbour, 
is complete ; but their answer to the question, 
"Who is my neighbour?" is sadly narrow. The 
brotherhood of men — the conception of every 
human being without distinction of birth or caste, 
as potentially at least a " citizen," was impossible 
to them. With the extension of the term " fellow- 
being" has grown an increasing complexity of 
application, a larger fulness of detail in the several 
duties, more numerous channels through which 
courage, or self-control, can be manifested. On 
the other hand, we have gratefully to acknowledge 
that, "once for all, they conceived and expressed 
the conception of a free, or pure, morality, as 
resting on what we may call a disinterested 
interest in the good ; of the several virtues as 
so many applications of that interest to the main 
relations of social life ; of the good itself, not as 
anything external to the capacities virtuously exer- 
cised in its pursuit, but as their full realisation. 
This idea was one which was to govern the 
growth of all the true and vital moral conviction 
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which has descended to us."^ The concrete habits 
and institutions in which these convictions were 
manifested, were very far from being finally satis- 
factory; but these shortcomings, though unavoid- 
able in fact, were in no sense essential to the 
moral conceptions themselves. The latter could 
not, certainly, bear full fruit while limited to a 
small aristocracy of freemen in each community ; 
but the extension in application made no alteration 
in the nature of the principle. On the contrary, 
the very definiteness of, e.g., the conception citizen- 
ship, was its chief value in saving mankind from 
moral dissolution, when the old, narrow bonds 
which had linked men so closely were sundered; 
and if the moral dynamic of the new era was 
not the " learning of the ancients," but the " Spirit 
of Christ," yet the institutions and social relations 
in which that Spirit was to realise itself were the 
direct heritage of the old teachers. The Greek 
philosophers had " provided men with a definite 
and, in principle, true conception of what it is to 
be good — a conception involving no conditions but 
such as it belongs to man as man, without distinc- 
tion of race or caste, or intellectual gifts, to fulfil. 
When the old barriers of nation and caste were 
being broken down ; when a new society, all- 
embracing in idea and aspiration, was forming 
itself on the basis of the common vocation, ' Be 
1 Proleg. § 253. 
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ye perfect, as your Father in heaven is perfect,' 
there was need of conceptions, at once definite 
and free from national or ceremonial limitations, 
as to the modes of virtuous living in which that 
vocation was to be fulfilled. Without them, the 
universal society must have remained an idea 
and aspiration, for there would have been no 
intellectual medium through which its members 
could communicate and co-operate with each other 
in furtherance of the universal object. It was in 
consequence of Greek philosophy . . . that such 
conceptions were forthcoming. By their means 
men could arrive at a common understanding of 
the goodness which, as citizens of the kingdom 
of God, it was to be their common object to 
promote in themselves and others. /The reciprocal 
claim of all upon all to be helped in the effort 
after a perfect life, could thus be rendered into a 
language intelligible to all who had assimilated 
the moral culture of the Graeco- Roman world. 
For them conscious membership of a Society 
founded on the acknowledgment of this claim, 
became a definite possibility. And as the possi- 
bility was realised, as conscious membership of 
such a Society became an accomplished spiritual 
fact, men became aware of manifold relations, 
unthought of by the philosophers, in which the 
virtues of courage, temperance, and justice were 
to be exercised, and from the recognition of which 
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it resulted that, while the principle of these 
virtues remained as the philosophers had conceived 
it, the range of action understood to be implied 
in Jjeing thus virtuous, became . . . much wider." ^y 
It is to this widening of application we owe 
the problems which constitute our practical moral 
responsibilities. Final in one sense the Greek 
thinker is, but in another his teaching forms for 
us only a point of departure. We have entered 
into his labours, but we may not rest there. Our 
task, like his, is to find out in what the o/jloioxtis 
Qiw, which is the true final goal, really consists. 
Like him, too, we can only express this end in 
terms of our day and generation. These terms will 
appear incomplete to our successors ; but at least 
we are bound to ensure, to the best of our ability, 
that the new generation shall in them find the light 
of true essential principles to guide them in the 
better structure it will be their privilege to build. 

§ 4. MORAL GOODNESS AND PROGRESS 

The Moral Ideal is th e_gerf ection of jiuman char- 
acter, consiking^Jn a fulfilrnent of man^ capabilities 
according to the divine idea or plan of them. But 
this "plan," although in one sense it may be re- 
gard^I^;^lrc;^5tera^^jnTrpcrscr-^ God, is yet left 
to us (in another very real sense) to work out for 
ourselves, and to work out consciously. Ip t he 
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conscious self-direction towards this definite end, 
IVlofal Goodiiess cohsists. What exactly this end is 
in detail we "cannot know, except in so far as it has 
been already attained ; but of this we may rest 
assured, that " the supre me condition of any prog ress 
toward its at tainme nt is the action^n men, under 
some form or other, of an interest in its attainment 
as a^pverningJnteresiLor will ; and Jthe same interest 
— not in abstraction from other interests, but as an 
organising influence^_uppn_ and among them— must 
be active Jn^_every character which has any share 
in the perfection spoken of, or makes any approach 
to it, since this perfection, being that of an agent 
who is properly an object to himself, cannot lie in 
any use that is made of him, but only in a use 
that he makes of himself." ^ 

It is not enough — in order to be morally good — 
that an action should tend to develop a human 
faculty, or promote a more perfect social relation. 
Society, however organic it is, or ought to be, is 
never merely an organism. The goodness of an 
action, still more the goodness of an individual 
character, does not depend upon objective excel- 
lence alone, or even mainly. The ideal society 
spoken of in the last section is a society ol persons, 
. and the one thing in it of absolute intrinsic value 
'is personal character. No^ character- -is. built up 
gradually out of acts of will. This is the truth em- 

' Proleg. § 247. 
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phasised (though unduly limited) in Kant's famous 
dictum : " Nothing can be conceived in the world, 
or even out of it, which can be called good without 
qualification, but a good will." The right thing must 
be done because it is right — 'Ivma koXov — otherwise 
it is not a good action in the proper sense of the 
term. 

Hence, at the very rp.qt-Ot any system of Ethics 
lies the distinction between the Good and the Bad 
Will. In what exactly does this distinction consist? 

Not in the mere " form " of willing. That is com- 
mon, necessarily and obviously, to every act of Will. 
In all alike " a self-conscious individual directs him- 
self to the realisation of some idea, as to an, object 
in which for the time he seeks self-satisfaction." 
The difference lies elsewhere — in the end sought, 
the idea which is being realised in action. "The 
real nature of any act of Will depends on the par- 
ticular nature of the object in which the person 
willing for the time seeks self-satisfaction ; and the 
real nature of any man as the subject of Will — his 
character — depends on the nature of the objects in 
which he mainly tends to seek self-satisfaction. 
Self-satisfaction is the form of every object willed ; 
but the filling of that form, the character of that 
in which self-satisfaction is sought, ranging from 
sensual pleasure to the fulfilment of a vocation 
conceived as given by God, makes the object what 
it really is. It is on the specific difference of .the 
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objects willed under the general form of self-satis- 
faction that the quality of the will must depend. 
It is here, therefore, that we must seek for the 
basis of distinction between goodness and badness 
of will."i 

The meaning of the phrase "specific difference 
of the objects willed," Green defines as " a difference 
between them in respect of that which is the motive 
to the person willing them, as distinct from a 
difference constituted by any effects which the 
realisation of the objects may bring about, but of 
which the anticipation does not form the motive."^ 
Good will is intrinsically different from bad will. In 
this view of the real nature of an act of will, Green 
differs equally from Kantian doctrine on the one side, 
and the teaching of Utilitarianism on the other. 
According to the latter, the motive of every action 
is identical, viz., a desire for pleasure (or to escape 
pain) ; the difference consequently in objects willed 
consists solely in the effects produced. These effects 
are in every way objective and extrinsic. They are 
actual results in fact, and they do not enter, as such, 
into the motive, which is always and solely desire 
for pleasure.^ 

1 Proleg. § 154. ' Ibid. § 156. 

' Cf. Mill's Utilitarianism, ch. 2. "The creed which accepts as 
the foundation of morals, Utility, or the Greatest Happiness Principle, 
holds that actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote 
happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness. 
By happiness is intended pleasure, and the absence of pain; by 
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It is even more important — in view of the epithet 
Neo-Kantian, so often applied to Green — to note how 
greatly he differs on this question from Kant. Kant 
is, as it were, at the other extreme when compared 
to Mill. With him not only is the will good, by 
virtue of what it is in itself (as opposed to any 
extrinsic effort or result), but the " itself" refers to 
the will in its purely formal character.^ It is good 
because of its own goodness, not because of its 
content, or the end to which it is directed. Such 
"goodness" is, however, fornial or abstract, and it 
is not in any abstract idea of the moral law, but in 
a definite application to some concrete actuality of 
life that the goodness of the good will consists. A 
good will, in other words, is the "will of the good 
workman, the good father, the good citizen." ^ Taken 

unhappiness, pain, and the privation of pleasure. To give a clear view 
of the moral standard set up by the theory, much more requires to be 
said . . . but these supplementary explanations do not affect the theory 
of life on which this theory of morality is grounded, namely, that 
pleasure, and freedom from pain, are the only things desirable as 
ends ; and that all desirable things (which are as numerous in the 
Utihtarian as in any other scheme) are desirable either for the pleasure 
inherent in themselves, or as means to the promotion of pleasure and 
the prevention of pain." 

' Cf. Kant. Fundamental Princip. [Abbott's Trans..] "Nothing 
can possibly be conceived in the world, or even out of it, which can be 
called good without qualification, except a good will ... A good will 
is good not because of what it performs or effects, not by its aptness 
for the attainment of some proposed end, but simply by virtue of the 
volition, that is, it is good in itself, and, considered by itself, is to be 
esteemed much higher than all that can be brought about by " 
etc., etc. ''■ Proleg. § 247. 

G 
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strictly in its apparent meaning, Kant's dictum 
would result in a "paralysis of the will for all 
effectual application to great objects of human 
interest."^ The good will is intrinsically good not 
because the moral criterion ignores the objective 
result aimed at, but because the aiming at this result 
— recognised as subserving a true human interest — 
itself enters into the motive of the agent. There 
may be some virtue — even of the highest kind — in 
a misdirected effort towards a " common good," but 
in so far as misdirected, it is not in the proper 
sense a good will. " There may be as genuine self- 
devotion in the act of the barbarian warrior who 
gives up his life that his tribe may win a piece of 
land from its neighbours, as in that of the missionary 
who dies in carrying the gospel to the heathen. 
But it is a falsely abstract view of virtue, to take no 
account of the end in pursuit of whiclj^ the self is 
devoted. The real value of the virtue- rises with 
the more full and "clear conception of the end to 
which it is directed, as a character, not a good 
fortune, as a fulfilment of human capabilities from 
within, not an accession of good things from 
without, as a function, not a possession. The 
progress of mankind in respect of the standard 
and practice of virtue, has lain in such a develop- 
ment of the conception of its end."* 

* ProUg, § 247. 
» Ibid. §246.(J) 
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To trace this progress in its historical develop- 
ment would be foreign to the present purpose, even 
if it were possible. Sketched shortly, we might say- 
that Morality — the~good will — arises when a man 
first conceives himself, as .in. his very nature, a part 
of some larger whole, and consciously puts before 
him the satisfaction of the self, so understood, as his 
object^ To provide, e.g. for the wants of a family, 
is not morally good (in the proper sense) so long 
as it remains instinctive and unreflective, but to work 
consciously for the well-being of a family, as an 
object for its own sake, is so. It implies a totally 
different motive as compared with either unre- 
flecting response to stimulus, or a mere desire for 
pleasurable gratification. It involves the conception 
of a permanent satisfaction which, moreover, is only 
obtainable in the satisfaction of others, in a common 
good. " Here is already a moral and spiritual, as 
distinct from an animal or merely natural, interest — 
an interest in an object which only thought con- 
stitutes, an interest in bringing about something 
which should be, as distinct from a desire to feel 
again a pleasure already felt."^ 

The next steg_is^taken when by reflection upon 
the (family or social) life occupied so far wholly in 
the effort to satisfy material wants — goods of the 
body — men begin to realize that their nature has 
further capabilities, and to conceive the satisfaction 
' Proleg. § 242. 
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of these as more worthy and important than that 
of the others. Security from the pressure of animal 
want remains as before a necessary condition of 
life, but it is no longer the sole end, or even the 
main object, for which men work. In its stead some 
spiritual want arises — it may be merely a sentiment 
about the honour of the tribe, or the prestige of a 
local god — which involves necessarily an effort to 
make the growing members of the tribe persons of 
a certain kind, as opposed to the desire of pro- 
viding for them means for personal gratification. 
Gradually these personal qualities cease to be 
regarded as means to an end, and become themselves 
an end. Personal character becomes important, and 
further reflection gradually evolves the conception of 
morality or goodness as such. "An interest has 
arisen, over and above that in keeping the members 
of a family or tribe alive, in rendering them persons 
of a certain kind ; in forming in them certain 
qualities, not as a means to anything ulterior which 
the possession of these qualities might bring about, 
but simply for the sake of that possession ; in in- 
ducing in them habits of action on account of the 
intrinsic value of those habits, as forms of activity 
in which man achieves what he has it in him to 
achieve, and so far satisfies himself. There has 
arisen, in short, a conception of good things of the 
soul, as having a value distinct from, and indepen- 
dent of, the good things of the body, if not as the 
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only things truly good, to which all other goodness 
is merely relative."^ 

In this way the idea of the "good," though 
always "formally" the same — the idea of self- 
satisfaction — continually changes its "filling," by 
reflective analysis of the modes of life which have 
arisen among men in the efforts to realise the idea 
in action. This development in the idea itself is 
not, of course, always the important practical 
consideration ; a good action, at a given moment, 
may (generally does)' consist in doing something 
which we know to be right, from a pure motive, 
and this "something which," in its exact detail, 
may not vary during the course of a long life. 
Moral progress, againMn the individual, often takes 
the shape of more adequate discharge of duties 
in " that station oTjife," in which he is placed, 
unaccompanied by any intellectual advance in the 
conception of these duties themselves. But if 
moral progress meant nothing but this, mankind 
would be at a standstill — would, in fact, never 
have emerged from moral barbarism. Change in 
the conception of^^he_Jdga„^f good itself is a 
necessary element in moral growth as dealt with, 
at all events, by the Science of Ethics. Moral 
development cannot be limited to "merely progress 
in the discovery and practice of means to an end 
_which throughout remains the same for the subject 

' Proleg. \ 243. 
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of the development. It will imply a progressive 
determination of the idea of the end itself, as 
the subject of it, through reflection on that which, 
under influence of the idea, but without adequate 
reflection upon it, he has done and has become, 
comes to be more fully aware of what he has it in 
him to do and to become."^ 

Thus we get finally the answer to the objection 
that to define moral goodness as the good will, 
and the good will as the will for the good, is either 
tautologous or unmeaning. Even if we waive the 
" tautology " (the objector argues) as a verbal 
accident, what meaning can be practically attached 
to the word good if (i) it is defined as "that end 
in which the moral agent can really find rest," if 
(2) by " end " so qualified is meant " the realisation 
of the moral capability " ; and if (3) it is impossible 
(obviously and admittedly) to know what this 
ultimate realisation is, or, without that knowledge, 
what the capability itself is? 

To this objection, though it contains a truth, the 
"answer is that from a moral capability which had 
not realised itself at all, nothing could indeed be 
inferred as to the moral good which can only 
consist in its full realisation ; but that the moral 
capability of man is not in this wholly undeveloped 
state. To a certain extent it has shown by actual 
achievement what it has in it to become, and by 

' Proleg. § 241. 
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reflection on the so far developed activity we can 
form at least some negative conclusion in regard 
to its complete realisation. We may convince 
ourselves that this realisation can only be attained 
in certain directions of our activity, not in others. 
We cannot indeed describe any state in which 
man, having become all that he is capable of 
becoming — all that, according to the divine plan 
of the world, he is destined to become — would 
find rest for his soul. We cannot conceive it 
under any forms borrowed from our actual ex- 
perience, for our only experience of activity is 
of such as implies incompleteness. Of a life of 
completed development, of activity with the end 
attained, we can only speak or think in negatives, 
and thus only can we speak or think of that state 
of being in which, according to our theory, the 
ultimate moral good must consist. Yet the convic- 
tion that there must be such a state of being, 
merely negative as is our theoretical apprehen- 
sion of it, may have supreme influence over 
conduct, in moving us to that effort after the 
Better, which, at least as a conscious effort, implies 
the conviction of there being a Best." ^ 

And when the speculative question is raised - as 

to what this Best can be, we find, that it has not 

, left itself without witness. The practical struggle 

after the Better, of which the idea of there being 

' Proleg. § 172. 
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a Best has been the spring, has taken such effect 
in the world of man's affairs as makes the way 
by which the Best is to be more nearly approached, 
plain enough to him that will see. In the broad 
result it is not hard to understand how man has 
bettered himself through institutions and habits 
which tend to make the welfare of all the welfare 
of each, and through the arts which make nature, 
both as usqd^and as contemplated, the friend of 
man. And just so far as this is plain, we know 
enough of ultimate moral good to guide our 
conduct ; enough to judge whether the prevailing 
interests which make our character are, or are not, 
in the direction which tends further to realise the 
capabilities of the human spirit. 

A final quotation from the Prolegomena will 
sum up the teaching of this and the preceding 
section. { " Our theory has been that the develop- 
ment of morality is founded on the action in rnan 
of an idea of true or absolute good, consisting 
in the full realisation of the capabilities of the 
human soul. This idea, however, . . . acts in man, 
to begin with, only as a demand unconscious of 
the full nature of its object. The demand is, 
indeed, from the outset quite different from a 
desire for pleasure. It is at its lowest a demand 
for some well-being which shall be common to the 
individual desiring it with others ; and only as such 
does it yield those institutions of the family, the 
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tribe, and the state, which further determine the 
morality of the individual. The formation of more 
adequate conceptions of the end to which the 
demand is directed, we have traced to two influ- 
ences, separable for purposes of abstract thought, 
but not in fact ; one, the natural development, 
under favouring conditions, of the institutions, just 
mentioned, to which the demand gives rise ; the 
other, reflection alike upon these institutions and 
upon those well -reputed habits of action which 
have been formed in their maintenance and as 
their effect. Under these influences there has arisen 
... on the one hand, an ever-widening conception 
of the range of persons between whom the common 
good is common ; on the other, a conception of 
the nature of the common good itself, consistent 
with its being the object of a universal society 
co-extensive with mankind. The good has come 
to be conceived with increasing clearness ; not as 
anything which one man, or set of men, can gain 
or enjoy to the exclusion of others, but as a 
s piritual activity in which all may parta ke, and 
in which all must partake if it is to amount to 
a full realisation of the faculties of the human 
soul. And the progress of thought in individuals, 
by which the conception of the good has been 
thus freed from material limitations, has gone 
along with a progress in social unification which 
has made it possible for men practically to conceive 
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a claim of all upon all for freedom and support 
in the pursuit of a common end. Thus the ideal 
of virtue which our consciences acknowledge has 
come to be the devotion of character and life, in 
whatever channel the idiosyncrasy and circumstances 
of the individual may determine, to a perfecting of 
man, which is itself conceived, not as an external 
end to be attained by goodness, but as consisting 
in such a life of self-devoted activity on the part 
of all persons." ^ ) 

The universe, we have seen, is an intelligible 
whole. Human life, as part of this cosmos, must 
admit of rational explanation, and explanation of 
what is imperfectly developed necessarily involves 
the conception of a progress, actual at present 
only in the thought of the Eternal Consciousness. 
But we are partakers of the Divine Nature, and 
can understand — if we will only be simply true 
to ourselves — somewhat at least of the meaning 
of life and the stages of human progress. Little 
by little with the passing of centuries we can 
enter more and more into the divine plan of the 
world. " God is for ever reason ; and His com- 
munication, His revelation is reason; not, however, 
abstract reason, but reason as taking a body from, 
and giving life to, the whole system of experience 
which makes the history of man. The revelation, 
therefore, is not made in a day, or a generation, or 
' ProUi:. § 286. 
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a century. The divine mind touches, modifies, 
becomes the mind of man, through a process of 
which mere intellectual conception is only the 
beginning, but of which the gradual complement 
is an unexhausted series of spiritual discipline 
through all the agencies of social life." ^ 

These agencies of moral well-being and moral 
growth are here working in our midst " plain enough 
for him who will see." The one condition of their 
fulfilment is, on our part, the "will in some form 
or other to contribute to it." The one hindrance, 
the one human wickedness, is selfishness, i.e. thai 
preference of private pleasure to the common good; 
Owing to this preference, we often refuse to con- 
tribute our proper share to the well-being of the 
whole, and sometimes take advantage of the short- 
comings of human knowledge as an excuse for 
shutting our eyes to unpleasant truths. But "it is 
still our sins and nothing else that separate us from 
God. Philosophy and science, to those who seek 
not to talk of them, but to know their power, do 
but render His clearness more clear, and the freedom 
of His service a more perfect freedom. His witness 
gKDWs with time. In great books and great exam- 
ples, in the gathering fulness of spiritual utterance 
which we trace through the history of literature, 
in the self-denying love which we have known from 
the cradle, in the moralising influences of civil life, 
' Witness of God, vol. iii. p. 239. ' 
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in the closer fellowship of the Christian society, in 
the sacramental ordinances which represent that 
fellowship, in common worship, in the message oi 
the preachers through which, amid diversity of stam- 
mering tongues, one spirit still speaks — here God's 
sunshine is shed abroad without us. If it does 
not reach within the heart, it is because the heart 
has a darkness of its own, some unconquered selfish- 
ness which prevents its relation to Him being one 
of sincerity and truth." ^ 

^ Witness of God, vol. iii. p. 248. 



CHAPTER VI. 

POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY 

SoKei yb,p ehai n SUaiov vavrl avOpilnrifi irpis ir&vTa rby Swd/Jievoi/ 
Koi,vwv^(rai vd/iov Kal avii6iiKT]S. 

§ I. THE GROUND OF POLITICAL OBLIGATION 

THE Moral Ideal is an ideal of character manifest 
in acts in which that character issues. Moral 
Goodness consists in the will to realise in act the 
ideal given by the Reason. In this lies the key to 
the meaning and value of civic life, and the answer 
to the old question, " Why ought I to obey the law?" 
Political and social life is merely the concrete shape 
which Moral Ideas take when they are trdrislated 
into actuality. Through civic institutions alone is 
it possible for the idea of moral perfection to be 
realised by human beings. In criticising such insti- 
tutions, in asking them to justify themselves, we 
have to consider what permanent moral value they 
possess ; in other words, how far and in what way 
do they contribute to the possibility of the moral 
life — to the development of character. The Moral 
Ideal, which the good will seeks to realise, is gained. 
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as we have seen, by self-reflexion. It consists in 
the idea of a possible self-perfection to be attained 
by the moral agent. But this self-perfection cannot 
be gained in isolation, by renouncing or withdrawing 
from the " world." It is realisable only in relation, to 
our fellow-creatures in a social community. Hence, 
the one definite value which the institutions of civil 
life possess consists in " their operation as giving 
reality to these capacities of will and reason, and 
enabling them to be really exercised. In their 
general effect, apart from particular aberrations, they 
render it possible for a man to be freely determined 
by the idea of a possible satisfaction of himself, 
instead of being driven this way and that by external 
forces, and thus they give reality to the capacity 
called will : and they enable him to realise his 
reason, i.e. his idea of self-perfection, by acting as 
a member of a social organisation in which each 
contributes to the better being of all the rest. So 
far as they do in fact thus operate, they are morally 
justified."! 

The ground of political obligation — the reason 
why I have duties which I "ought" to discharge 
towards others, and conversely "rights" which I claim 
from or as against others— is thus clear. It lies in 
the very nature of man. With Aristotle, and exactly 
in the same sense as Aristotle, Green holds that 
civic responsibilities are innate or natural. Not, that 
» Pol Oblig. \ 7. 
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is, that there are "natural rights" existing when a 
man is born, or prior to the institution of society ; 
but that the relations which are objectively expressed 
in civic community arise out of, and are necessary 
for the fulfilment of, a moral capacity, without which 
a man would not be a man at all. Man is ipvtyei 
iroXiTiKOs, and only in social life is he himself. 
Hence, the analysis of what man essentially is does 
reveal to us a body of rights and duties which in 
this sense are innate, but only in this sense. "Natural 
rights," if by that phrase is meant something man 
possesses prior to or out of society, and which he 
carries with him unimpaired into the new social 
sphere, are a contradiction in terms. Rights and 
duties imply the clear recognition of a common life 
with a common interest or good. Apart from such 
life, and the clear consciousness of it on the part of 
the individuals who make it up, the words are simply 
unmeaning. Hence, it follows that " no one can have 
a right except 

"(i) As a member of a society; 

" (2) Of a society in which some common good is 
recognised by the members of the society as their 
own ideal good, as that which should be for each 
of them."i 

This recognition carries with it not only moral 
responsibilities in the ordinary sense — duties which 
I see I ought to perform to my neighbour — but 

1 Pol Oblig. § 25. 
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has a further definite poHtical reference. The 
individual becomes not only a part of a social 
whole, related to other parts, he finds himself in 
relation to the whole itself Society becomes 
political or civic, the citizen demands that power 
or opportunity be given him by society to develop 
himself in the way in which he is best fitted to 
play his part for the common good ; society con- 
versely claims certain powers over the individual, 
to regulate his life in a more or less definite way 
which shall be best for the realisation of this 
common good. These claims and counter-claims 
have an appropriate moral basis. They " rest 
on the fact that these powers are necessary to 
the fulfilment of man's vocation as a moral being, 
to an effectual self-devotion to the work of develop- 
ing the perfect character in himself and others."^ 
Civic institutions are the test of the moral progress 
of a society ; they form, in a most important 
respect,' the outward expression of its morality, 
and " political " obligation is of the same nature 
as that more usually designated "moral." 

Considerations such as these give us solid ground 
for believing that civic obligations are really bind- 
ing on us; but they do more than that. They 
hold out a hope that in them we may find a 
criterion — theoretically valid, and practically applic- 
able — by which to test any given system of legal 
1 Fol, Oblig. \ 21. 
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or political obligations. From the time (at least) 
of Sophocles men have consciously appealed from 
the laws they are bidden, as citizens, to obey to 
higher rules even more valid and binding. The 
"Law of Nature" has been, and is still, regarded 
as a court of appeal before which human or 
positive Law may be brought for condemnation 
or approval. What exactly this Law of Nature 
is has been the subject of much controversy, but, 
if what has just been said be correct, there is a 
great truth in the phrase. Any rule or institution 
which can be shown as tending to weaken or 
destroy the true nature of man, to hinder the 
development of his " natural " capacities, to put 
obstacles in the realisation of that ideal of 
character which is his true self, is eo ipso con- 
demned. It is obviously of the most fundamental 
practical importance that there should be some 
such test, available and generally recognised, other- 
wise no progress would be possible. No one 
(whatever school of thought he belong to) could 
seriously maintain that the body of rights and 
obligations actually established in any existing 
nation is all that it "ought" to be. There is 
always conceivable a better system, even though 
no definite single modification in the existing code 
would meet with universal acceptance. Hence 
arises the important practical question, "Are we 
entitled to distinguish the rights and obligations 

H 
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which are anywhere actually enforced by law from 
rights and obligations which really exist, though 
not enforced ? " ^ If so, what is to be our criterion, 
and in what sense are these (higher or truer) 
rights valid as against those actually enforced? 

The conception of the moral function of the 
State gives us the answer to these questions. We 
can point to the definite end which it is the 
vocation of human society to realise — the Moral 
Ideal — the normal or perfect development of man 
as such. We only know this ideal in the sense, 
and with the limitations, pointed out in the preced- 
ing chapters, but that is amply sufficient for 
practical purposes, for politics is even less exacting 
in this respect than ethics. In this way we can 
get the conception of a system of rights and 
obligations which should be maintained by Law, 
whether it is so or not. To this bar we can call 
any actually existing system, and demand it should 
justify itself 

The function, then, of Law and of civic institu- 
tions is to help man to realise his idea of self-i 
perfection as a member of a social organisation in 
which each contributes to the better being of all 
the rest. In this fact of "nature" lies the true 
ground of political obligation. We are to act 
worthily of the vocation wherewith we are called, 
and the vocation of each one of us is to be an 
1 Pol. Oblig. { 8. 
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integral part of a social whole. Duty calls us 
to perform our function; rights consist in our 
claim that others should in like manner fulfil 
theirs ; institutions are the concrete embodiment 
of the complex inter - relations of the social 
organism, and life itself is the ultimate justification 
of each citizen's obligation to support these institu- 
tions. It is true that "institutions'' are not perfect, 
and that difficult questions^ sometimes arise as to 
the possibility that a citizen's "duty" may be 
occasionally to destroy rather than to fulfil, but, 
speaking broadly, we can affirm that, civic institu- 
tions being the actual realisation of human capa- 
bilities, the ground of obligation in regard to them 
lies in the very nature of man himself The 
phrase, jus naturae — Law of Nature — has often 
been misused, but understood rightly it bears 
witness to fundamental truth ; for 

" There 's on earth a yet auguster thing, 
Veiled though it be, than Pariiament and King " ; 

viz.. Humanity itself. Civic responsibilities, as 
well as moral, or rather because they too are moral, 
must be deduced from the essential nature of 
man. Their formulation is the answer, more 
directly and practically than ethical laws ordinarily 
so-called, to the inquiry "what man is and ought 
to do." Whatever be the result of the inquiry, 

^ For these questions see §§ 3, 4. 
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there can be no other, certainly no surer, ground 
of political obligation than that based upon such 
analysis. 

§ 2. OTHER POLITICAL THEORIES 

The phrase " Law of Nature " has thus a real 
meaning, nor need we shrink even from speaking 
of " Natural Rights " if we are careful to remember 
in what sense exactly they are " Natural," and what 
constitutes them " Rights." They are necessarily 
implied in the existence of any Society which is 
conscious of itself as such, and are, primarily, state- 
ments or formulations of the inter-relations of the 
parts of the social whole. Green's use of the word 
" right " is entirely consistent with accepted present 
teaching. Professor Holland, e.g., defines a right as 
"one man's capacity of influencing the acts of 
another, by means, not of his own strength, but of 
the opinion or the force of society,"^ and is at one 
with Green in declaring that " to talk of law and 
right, as applied to mankind at a supposed period 
anterior to society beginning to think and act, is 
a contradiction in terms." ^ What the professional 
lawyer, however, brings forward merely as the 
definition of a fact, is in Green presented along 
with its philosophical justification. 

This positive statement of the nature of a " right," 
and the consequent ground for political obligation, 

' Elements of Jurisprud, cli. vii. ' Ibid, ch. iii. 
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is perhaps sufficiently plain, but the importance of 
a clear conception on this matter is so fundamental, 
and the confusions of controversy so manifold and 
so fatal, that we require to dwell somewhat on certain 
well-known, but erroneous uses of the term if we are 
to realise fully the true nature of this root-conception 
of politics. The part played by certain interpreta- 
tions of it in modern history — more particularly in 
England, France, and the United States — is amply 
sufficient to justify a short criticism of the teaching 
of Spinoza, Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau, in order 
that the conception of the true meaning of a " right " 
may be deepened and enlightened by contrast. 

(i) Spinoza. 

Of the great truth upon which Green insists so 
strongly ; viz., that " natural right," if it be taken in 
the sense of a " right," existing in a state of nature 
apart from or prior to Society, is a contradiction in 
terms, Spinoza seemed quite aware. With him jus 
naturae = neither more nor less than potentia naturae. 
Unfortunately, by a confusion of thought he still 
regarded it as jus, and held that no other relation 
between man and man, individual and State, or 
between different States, is "right" except that of 
potentia. Considerations of the moral life, of a 
social whole of parts regulated by right reason, must 
be put on one side as irrelevant. The only things 
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which a State has no " right " to do are those things 
which, as a matter of fact, tend to lessen its " power." 
Undue severity, for example, or tyrannous oppression, 
would tend to cause dissatisfaction and conspiracy 
on the part of the subject citizens, and so weaken 
the State. 

Does Spinoza's teaching, then, come simply to this, 
that " Might is Right "? 

In so far as he is consistent with himself — yes ; 
but he is not consistent. Non id omne quod jure fieri 
dicimus, optima fieri affirmamus — an action may be 
right, but yet not expedient. The test of expediency 
is the " end " of the " Civil State," which is defined 
to be pax vitaeque securitas, and the life intended is 
one quae maxima ratione, vera inentis virtute et vita, 
definitur. In this doctrine Spinoza appeals not only 
to a different, but to an antagonistic set of motives. 
Man in a state of nature — homo naturalis — is un- 
related, individual, atomic, except in so far as a state 
of conflict constitutes a relation. Man in Spinoza's 
"society" — homo civilis — is part of a larger whole, 
each member of which recognises a common good, 
maintained and fostered by mutual sympathy and 
harmonious action. Between these two conceptions 
is fixed an impassable gulf, and the word jus, 
correctly used of the latter status, is unmeaning in 
the phrase y^j naturale. 

But this misuse of the word jus brings out the 
cardinal error in Spinoza's Politik, viz., the belief in 
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the possibility of a "right" in the individual apart 
from life in society. Spinoza failed to see that 
the conception "right" has meaning only in virtue 
of a function the individual performs relative to a 
certain end — this end being the common well-being 
of a society. "It is not in so far as I can do this 
or that, that I have a right to do this or that, but so 
far as I recognise myself and am recognised by 
others as able to do this or that for the sake of a 
common good."^ Spinoza looked upon man, like 
everything else in Nature, as determined solely by 
material and efficient causes. As such, however, he 
has no rights or duties, but only " powers." 

It is here that Plato and Aristotle are so much 
nearer the truth in their conception of the real 
end of the individual. To them man is ^t/Vet 
TToXiriKog — a phrase which asserts the doctrine of 
natural rights in the only sense in which it is true. 
But this teleological view of Society Spinoza ignores, 
and "in particular, he fails to notice that it is the 
- consciousness of this TeXog to which his powers may 
be directed that constitutes the individual's claim to 
exercise them as rights, just as it is the recognition 
of them by a society as capable of such direction 
which renders them actually rights ; in short that, 
just as according to him nothing is good or evil but 
thinking makes it so, so it is only thinking which 
makes a might a right — a certain conception of the 
1 Fo/. Oblig. \ 38. 
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might as relative to a social good on the part at once 
of the person exercising it, and of a society which it 
affects."! 

(2) Hobbes. 

The principle upon which Hobbes bases his poli- 
tical theory is identical with that of Spinoza. With 
him, too, men are at first natura kostes, and the only 
meaning oi Jus naturale is potentia naturalis. But 
Spinoza's teaching, in spite of a false start and an 
inconsistent development, contains fruitful elements 
which are entirely lacking in that of Hobbes. From 
Hobbes' central fiction — the sovereign person con- 
stituted by the social compact — with its consequences 
Spinoza keeps clear, not being influenced by Hobbes' 
desire to prove all resistance to established sove- 
reignty unjustifiable. 

But, doubly unsatisfactory as Hobbes' teaching 
is — both philosophically and historically — it enables 
us indirectly to gain a clearer conception of the 
nature of " Rights." The historical error of the social 
compact — implying as pre-existing just that state of 
things, a regime of recognised mutual obligations, 
it is presumed to account for — might have served 
to convey an important moral truth. It entirely 
fails, however, to do this, because it implies that 
individuals bring with them to the compact so-called 
" rights " which, apart from social function and social 

' Pol Oblig. § 41. 
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recognition, could "only be powers, i.e. they would 
not be rights at all; and from no combination or 
devolution of them could any right in the proper 
sense, anything more than a combined power, arise." ^ 

(3) Locke. 

Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau differ only in their 
application of the same conception, which may be 
formulated as follows : " Men live first in a state 
of nature, subject to a law of nature, also called 
the law of Reason. In this state they are in some 
sense free and equal ; but finding many incon- 
veniences in it, they covenant with each other to 
establish a government — a covenant which they are 
bound by the 'law of nature' to observe — and out 
of this covenant the obligation of submission to the 
' powers that be ' arises." 

In spite of the ambiguities in this doctrine, three 
points come out clearly. 

(«) The conception of this pre -social state of 
nature is a purely negative one. It presents merely 
a state which was not one of political society — a 
state in which there was no civil government. 

(^) Men were not only "equal," but in some 
mysterious and unexplained way they were also 
" free." 

{c) They not only lived according to the law of 

1 Pol. Oblig. § 49. 
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nature, but were conscious of this law. They did 
not, perhaps, always obey it ; but they recognised 
they ought to obey it. 

To discuss the inconsistencies and impossibilities 
involved in each of these three points would be 
tedious, and is, fortunately for the present purpose, 
unnecessary. On (c) alone will it be helpful to 
dwell for a moment, for it is here the root error 
of the social contract theory — with its central fiction 
of rights attaching to pre-social men, and carried by 
them unimpaired into the new-born community — lies. 
This theory, whatever detailed shape be given to 
it, is always a va-repov irporepov. The change, how- 
ever brought about, from the old "freedom" to the 
new "order" is represented as an advance; but it 
would have been quite the reverse. A society, or 
to speak more accurately, a state of existence en- 
joyed by an indefinite number of individuals, of 
which it could be truly said that it was governed 
by a law of nature iii the sense described — a society, 
i.e. of men, free and equal, recognising the mutual 
obligations implied in the "law," but free from the 
necessity of a sovereign or other coercive power to 
enforce its provisions — would be a society to which 
we look forward only as the final consummation 
of the educational processes involved in the history 
of civil government. In relation to it, ordinary 
political society is in an inferior stage of develop- 
ment. If thought of as actually succeeding it in 
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time, it is a retrogression, not an advance. So far 
from freeing us from the " many inconveniences " 
of the state of nature, it chains and binds us with 
cords of our own making. In such a state of nature 
the need for civil government, for poHtical organ- 
isation, disappears. The best political society we 
know only tries to realise imperfectly what is here 
represented as existing in perfection. As a matter 
of fact, this truth was recognised and brought out 
to a certain extent by Rousseau, with whom political 
society is a decline from a golden age. 

The different application which Locke gave to 
the common theory (as compared with Hobbes) 
was due to the practical political objects they had 
respectively in view. Hobbes wished to condemn 
the Rebellion, Locke to justify the Revolution. 
Hence, Locke teaches that there remains ever in 
the hands of the Sovereign people a right to 
remove or alter the governing body, if it prove 
false to its trust. Unfortunately he left unanswered 
the important question, "What exactly is an act 
of the Sovereign people ? " 

On this point, too — the right to rebel — it is 
interesting to note how much truer the old Greek 
view was than these modern theories. The former 
deriving the obligation to political obedience, not 
from consent or some imaginary covenant, but from 
the end or function which the State served, obtained 
a rational justification for altering any government 
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which failed to serve this "end," and which conse- 
quently became in technical language a irapeK^aa-n. 
Such failure, eo ipso, cancels all claim to obedience 
on the part of the citizens. This view involves, 
doubtless, practical difficulties of its own, but it 
at least gives, under definite conditions, a reasonable 
justification for resistance. 



(4) Rousseau. 

In Rousseau we have perhaps the best attempt 
to sketch a theory of political relationship in 
which individuals possess rights, inherent and un- 
alienable, but without any corresponding duties. 
The keynote of his teaching lies in the turn of 
meaning he gave to the phrase " Sovereignty of 
the people." With Locke this sovereignty repre- 
sents merely a power in reserve, to be exercised 
only in case the legislature prove false to its trust. 
Rousseau regards it as in constant exercise. The 
society does not institute a Sovereign, but in the 
act of formation becomes a Sovereign, and ever after- 
wards continues so. 

From this act of formation arises a "collective 
moral body, composed of as many members as 
there are voices in the assembly, which body 
receives from this act its unity, its common self, 
its life, its will. It is called by its members a 
state when it is passive, a sovereign when it is 
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active, a power when compared with similar bodies. 
The associates are called collectively a people, 
severally citizens as sharing in the sovereign 
authority, subjects as submitted to the laws of the 
state. Each of them is under an obligation in 
two relations — as a member of the sovereign body 
towards the individuals, and as a member of the 
state towards the sovereign. All the subjects can 
by a public vote be placed under a particular 
obligation towards the sovereign, but the sovereign 
cannot thus incur an obligation towards itself. It 
cannot impose any law upon itself which it cannot 
cancel. Nor is there need to restrict its powers 
in the interest of the subjects. For the sovereign 
body, being formed only of the individuals which 
constitute it, can have no interest contrary to theirs. 
From the mere fact of its existence, it is always 
all that it ought to be." 1 

In this association the individual "exchanges the 
natural liberty to do and get what he can ... for a 
liberty at once limited and secured by the general 
will; he exchanges the mere possession of such 
things as he can get, a possession which is the 
effect of force, for a property founded on a positive 
title, on the guarantee of society. At the same 
time he becomes a moral agent. Justice instead 
of instinct becomes the guide of his actions. For 
the moral slavery to appetite he substitutes the 
1 Pol. Oblig. \ 66. 
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moral freedom which consists in obedience to a 
self-imposed law. Now for the first time it can 
be said that there is anything which he ought to 
do, as distinguished from that which he is forced 
to do."i 

In this teaching Rousseau brings out a great 
truth, viz., That the real justification for a law or 
an act of government lies in the fact that it 
represents a true volonti gMrale — an impartial 
and disinterested will for the common good. Un- 
fortunately, in practical application this ideal is 
(unavoidably) lost sight of Confusion takes place 
between volonU gMrale and volonU de tons — in 
theory carefully distinguished by Rousseau -^ and 
the latter sinks into a mere quest for majorities. 
Rousseau makes a better attempt than any other 
writer to reconcile submission to a government 
with the existence of " natural " rights antecedent 
to the institution of government, but his results 
only show more clearly the hopelessness of the 
attempt. On the other hand, his conception of 
the State or Sovereign as representing a "general 
will " exercised for the common good, is of perma- 
nent value. 

§ 3. THE BASIS OF THE STATE. 

Historically a fiction Rousseau's doctrine is; but 
it has given us an essential truth, viz., that the State 
' Pol. Oblig. § 67. 
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does represent in some way a " general will," which 
is a desire for a common good, and is the indis- 
pensable condition of its realisation. Wt'l/, not force, 
is the basis of the State. Not in a coercive authority- 
imposed from without, but in a spiritual recognition, 
awakening and developing from within, is the efficient 
cause of the existence of a State to be found. Civic 
life lies in, and arises in response to, the conscious 
nature of man. But the political theorists we have 
been just considering fail to see this. With them, 
force — irresistible, coercive power — is, if not the 
origin, at least the sustaining factor, in the State. 
Force, too, exercised continually in opposition to 
individual liberty of effort and acquisition. The 
explanation of this error — from which even Rousseau 
himself is not free — is found in the erroneous as- 
sumption from which these writers start, or, to put 
it slightly differently, from their wrong method of 
framing the question to be solved. The two main 
elements in a State — sovereign and subject — are 
conceived of in too abstract a way. The subjects 
are looked upon, prior to their existence as such 
in a State, as persons possessed of natural rights, 
and endowed with social and moral attributes. On 
the other side stands, external and separate from 
them, a supreme coercive power which somehow 
they have to obey, and which is thought of as also 
the source of all law, all jus. Hence the obvious 
question, " Whence comes the ' right ' of this supreme 
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power to coerce and to guide individuals already 
possessing these natural rights and attributes?" 
This question, so stated, admits of no answer except 
by means of a deus ex machina, of some historical 
fiction, or other equally arbitrary device. No at- 
tempt, consequently, is made to ascertain how man 
becomes clothed with rights and duties. There is 
no real inquiry into the development of man in 
society. Throughout their whole teaching, in fact, 
runs the idea that force can make the State — an 
idea which both theoretically and practically is 
diametrically opposed to the truth. 

The clue to the real basis of a State is to be found 
in the fact that there is " no right but thinking makes 
it so." A right is merely an idea which men have 
of each other. "Nothing is more real than a right, 
yet its existence is purely ideal, if by 'ideal' is 
meant that which is not dependent on anything 
material, but has its being solely in consciousness. 
It is to these ideal realities that force is subordinate 
in the creation and development of States."^ Society 
begins in the consciousness of a common good, of 
common interests. These interests necessitate definite 
interrelations. It is recognised that order and organ- 
isation are part of the actual life of the community. 
Individuals become no longer atomic units, but in- 
tegral parts of a (more or less dimly) recognised 
whole, clothed with various but appropriate rights 

' Pol. Oblig. § 136. 
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and duties. Force, sovereign power, is in no sense 
the originator of these rights, though it co-operates 
in sustaining their regular performance. Every 
society is constituted and held together by a con- 
scious, intelligent recognition of a common good. 
It is solely due to this recognition that individuals 
have attributes and rights ; and the " power which 
in a political society they have to obey, is derived 
from the development and systematisation of those 
institutions for the regulation of a common life, 
without which they would have no rights at all."^ 

At this point certain thoughts may occur which 
may well give us pause. The theory just stated 
may be philosophically accurate, it may even be 
historically more or less correct (due allowance being 
made for the illusions of distance) of a small city- 
state of the time of Plato or Aristotle, but in what 
sense is it true of any modern State? Without 
coercive force would they exist for a day? Where 
does the " common good " come in as a motive com- 
pelling the ordinary citizen to, e.g., pay house-rate or 
dog-tax? And how much influence did the con- 
ception exercise on those who, as a fact histori- 
cally, founded the great European States of to-day ? 
Every society is constituted and held together by a 
conscious, intelligent recognition of a common good. 
Such language, substituting " ought to be " for " is," 
may pass as an ethical ideal, but is surely mere 

' Pol. Oblig. § 113. 
I 
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delusion as explanation of the facts of the day? 
The " will of the individual " has seldom much to do 
with the demands of the State. It is true (to 
express the difficulty in detail) that " the necessity 
which the State lays upon the individual is for the 
most part one to which he is so accustomed that he 
no longer kicks against it; but what is it, we may 
ask, but an external necessity, which he no more 
lays on himself than he does the weight of the 
atmosphere, or the pressure of summer heat and 
winter frosts, that compels the ordinary citizen to 
pay rates and taxes, to serve in the army, to abstain 
from walking over the squire's fields, snaring his 
hares, or fishing in preserved streams, to pay rent, 
to respect those artificial rights of property which 
only the possessors of them have any obvious 
interest in maintaining, or even (if he is one of the 
' proletariate ') to keep his hands off the superfluous 
wealth of his neighbour, when he has none of his 
own to lose? Granted there are good reasons of 
social expediency for maintaining institutions which 
thus compel the individual to actions and forbear- 
ances that are none of his willing, is it not abusing 
words to speak of them as founded on a conception 
of general good? A conception does not float in 
the air. It must be somebody's conception. Whose 
conception, then, of general good is it that these 
institutions represent? Not that of most of the 
people who conform to them, for they do so because 
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they are made to, or have come to do so habitually 
from having been long made to {i.e. from being 
frightened at the consequences of not conforming, 
not consequences which follow from not conforming 
in the ordinary course of nature, but consequences 
which the State inflicts, artificial consequences). But 
when a man is said to obey an authority from interest 
in a common good, some other good is meant than 
that which consists in escaping the punishment which 
the authority would inflict on disobedience. Is, then, 
the conception of common good which is alleged, 
a conception of it on the part of those who founded 
or who maintain the institutions in question ? But is 
it not certain that private interests have been the main 
agents in establishing, and are still in maintaining, at 
any rate, all the more artificial rights of property? 
Have not our modern States, again, in nearly every 
case been founded on conquest, and are not the 
actual institutions of government in great measure 
the direct result of such conquest, or, where revolu- 
tions have intervened, of violence which has been as 
little governed by any conception of general good? 
Supposing that philosophers can find exquisite 
reasons for considering the institutions and require- 
ments which have resulted from all this self-seeking 
and violence to be contributory to the common good 
of those who have to submit to them, is it not 
trifling to speak of them as founded on, or repre- 
senting a conception of, this good, when no such 
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conception has influenced those who established, 
maintain, or submit to them ? And is it not seriously- 
misleading when the requirements of the State have 
so largely arisen out of force directed by selfish 
motives, and when the motive to obedience to those 
requirements is determined by fear, to speak of them 
as having a common source with the morality of 
which it is admitted that the essence is to be dis- 
interested and spontaneous?"^ 

These are grave objections which cannot be 
ignored. The difficulty is twofold, and may be 
formulated as follows : — 

(a) The conception of a common good is not 
true of the ordinary citizen. His life (to his 
own mind) is ruled by the -State as an "external 
necessity." 

{b) A State cannot legitimately be said to exist 
to fulfil an idea which has had nothing to do with 
the actions which brought it into existence — as is 
the case with most States, eg., those due directly or 
indirectly to the action of Napoleon. 

That these objections contain truth no one can 
deny, but the question is how much truth, and how 
far is it relevant to the point at issue. The " idea of 
a common good " has certainly seldom, if ever, been 
the ruling motive of those who, whether as agents 
or patients, have formed States. Yet a common 
good in some form — however imperfect or alloyed — 

^ Pol. Oblig. § 1 20. 
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has always been an essential element in the motive, 
and is so still. Without it no success beyond a 
temporary military dominion could have attended 
their efforts or produced acquiescence. Leaving for 
a moment the question of the principal agents, it 
is simple fact (in answer to objection a) that con- 
siderations of a common good, however limited in 
range, are the guiding influence of the ordinary 
citizen in his habitual obedience to civic institutions. 
Any claim he feels for his own " rights " — for wages, 
protection from outrage, fair dealing, &c., &c. — he 
feels only conditionally on his recognition of a like 
claim all round. The essence of such a claim lies in 
its being common to himself with others. That he 
does not see the bearing of every institution he lives 
under implies nothing more than that, being an 
ordinary citizen, his vision is limited. He is neither 
a great statesman nor a political philosopher, and 
doesn't understand the nature or relations of that 
which lies beyond his comprehension. But when he 
does recognise a common good, that recognition is 
the motive for his loyal obedience to the right 
maintained by law, and is the real factor which (in 
old Greek phrase) avvexei Ttjv woXiv. Disloyalty, dis- 
obedience, disunion in the social whole arises when 
he sees that the " powers that be " are legislating for 
a class — for private, not public interests ; when he 
perceives clearly that the State is not maintaining 
that which it is its sole function to maintain, viz., the 
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rights and interests, common to himself and his 
neighbours, which he understands. 

This recognition, again, as a rule, is not limited 
to the mere intellectual cognisance that this or 
that law is of common benefit. The citizen's 
feelings, his moral nature, are taken up into the 
life he lives in common with his fellows. He 
possesses a vote, he has a share in the making 
of the laws, both municipal and civic, he becomes 
habitually interested in the State as a whole (or 
at the very least, in a social community of some 
sort), and so widens the conceptions which other- 
wise might be confined to himself and his im- 
mediate neighbours, with their private rights. 
Lastly, feeling and habit, in the stricter sense of 
the term, quicken and transform these intelligent 
interests into living forces which guide and rule 
every department of his civic life. Common 
memories, common traditions, common language 
and literature, common religion, combine to 
strengthen and enrich that solidarity of himself 
with his fellow- citizens which issues (in its most 
obvious form) in the devoted patriotism ready to 
lay down its life for fatherland and fellow-country- 
men. 

We have still to deal with the second objection 
— that the founders of modern States were not 
actuated by the desire for a common good when 
they were "making history," but by very different 
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motives, and that to regard a State as existing 
to fulfil an "end" which had nothing to do with 
the causes which brought it into existence, may 
be a "philosopher's dream," but is unmeaning in 
fact. 

To this we have at first sight a tempting reply 
in the doctrine of evolution. The analogy between 
the life of a State and that of a natural organism 
is much to the front now-a-days, and offers ready 
and plausible help. All nature presents to us 
organisation and attainment of end of which there 
is no consciousness on the part of the organic 
agents themselves. Can we not argue in the same 
way that the State is "an organised community 
in the same sense in which a living body is, of 
which the members at once contribute to the 
function called life, and are made what they are 
by that function, according to an idea of which 
there is no consciousness on their part " ? ^ 

The objection to such a plea is simple, but 
sufficient. The State is not merely a natural, 
it is a moral organism. Its parts are human 
agents, actuated by motives, and working con- 
sciously for ends, however different sometimes the 
actual results may be from those originally aimed 
at. It is true that what are often called "natural 
accidents" have much to do with the demarca- 
tion of the several States, e.g. distribution of land 
' Pol. Oblig. § 125. 
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and water, mountain ranges, &c., Sec, but a State 
has a life and character of its own, due to very- 
different agencies. A State is distinctively a 
" human " institution. 

The question, then, is how far have such human 
agencies (as, e.^., Napoleon I.), to whom the historical 
formation of many States is mainly due, been 
actuated by a conception of common good? Were 
not their motives purely selfish — desire for glory, 
personal ambition, and the like? 

The answer is that, assuming the worst, e.g., that 
Napoleon was actuated by a purely selfish passion 
for glory (if such a thing is even conceivable), yet 
to regard this by itself in abstraction as the 
" cause of the formation " of a State, is to commit 
a most serious mistake. The statement is true 
(if true at all) only with great modifications. His 
passion could only realise itself in the "greatness 
of France." It had to become absorbed in, and 
recognised by himself and others under this new 
and very different form, before it could begin to 
act as a factor in his work as conqueror and 
organiser. Further, this very greatness of France 
was conceived of as a moral power by the agents 
concerned. It meant to them the deliverance of 
oppressed peoples. They were fighting for the 
freedom of mankind, to secure for man his true 
inheritance. It is in these conceptions, in the 
concrete motive, not in any abstract relation to 
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Napoleon himself, that we must look for the real 
cause of the events in question. It is to this 
that the good out of evil, which we see resulting, 
is due. The evil represents the mischief produced 
by the alloy of selfishness, and the short-sighted- 
ness of political passion ; the good was the direct 
object aimed at, the actual motive which became, 
more or less completely, realised in fact. Napoleon 
cannot be separated from the circumstances and 
character of the French people. It was not his 
selfishness, his idiosyncrasy, which moulded the 
institutions by which France, and other parts of 
Europe, have been civilised and developed ; it was 
his fitness to act as an organ for the ideas which 
had obtained hold in society. These ideas, in 
their minds and in his, were ideas of common 
good. It is wrong to ignore such ideas because 
the chief instruments of their realisation may be, 
from one point of view, regarded as acting from 
selfish motives. Even in them the idea of a 
common good was a determining element — the 
element, in fact, to which alone their success in 
forming social institutions has been due. 

The difficulty many thinkers find in recognising this 
truth, and the plausibility of the view that purely 
selfish passion has often been the cause of the form- 
ation of States, both arise from the error previously 
pointed out as characteristic of the " social contract " 
theorists, viz., the too exclusive attention given to 
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the fact that a " supreme coercive power " is a neces- 
sity of a State's existence. This power, thought of 
abstractedly and separately, is regarded as the source 
of law and rights. It is forgotten that it is not the 
coercive power as suck which makes a State; but 
that power combined with other factors, and exer- 
cised in a certain way, for a certain end. This end 
is the maintenance of definite legal institutions and 
social responsibilities. Not the Sovereign alone, nor 
even Sovereign and subjects aggregated together as 
two distinct entities, make the State ; but Sovereign 
and citizens organised into a complex whole of 
inter- related responsibility. If we separate the two 
factors, it would be truer to say that the State makes 
the Sovereign, rather than the Sovereign the State. 
A slave-owner with his slaves, or the monarch of 
Persia (as depicted by Herodotus) and his subjects, 
do not make a State, for such despotic power 
is without the essential characteristic of a State, 
viz., a body of rights actually existing, which it is 
the function of sovereignty to guarantee and give 
full reality to. A Sovereign, in the ordinary political 
sense of the term, is in fact the final outcome of a 
process which takes a long time in its growth, and 
gradually incorporates many elements, none of which 
by themselves form a State, but which continue on 
unimpaired in the civic community. The State pre- 
supposes, and is in great part composed of, other 
narrower forms of community, e.g. family relationship, 
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ties of clan and tribe. These relationships are taken 
up into the State, and formed into a " general law " ; 
but this law does not abolish them, it gives them 
fuller reality under a supreme power, which "sus- 
tains, secures, and completes" them. The State is 
not, and can never be, a mere aggregate of in- 
dividuals under a Sovereign. 

This truth comes out clearly in cases, e.g. Russia 
with its autocratic Czar, which, if our theory is cor- 
rect, can only be called States by courtesy. Even 
in these instances, the habitual obedience theoretically 
given solely to the arbitrary will of the despot is in 
reality given to something very different. It is due 
to the conviction that the rulings of the monarch 
are in accordance with the general interest of the 
people. If this conviction be shaken, the obedience 
becomes very far from habitual, and the State, in 
any intelligible sense of the term, disappears. It 
cannot be too often remembered that "the vast 
mass of influences, which we may call for shortness 
moral, perpetually shapes, limits, or forbids the 
actual direction of the forces of society by its Sove- 
reign."^ Only as the sustainer of the general will 
can the sovereign power claim or ensure habitual 
obedience. "Will, not force, is the basis of the 
State." 

The State thus incorporates and secures rights — 
individual, family, tribal — which pre-exist, but which 
1 Maine, Early Hist, of Inst.-, quoted Pol. Oblig. § 84. 
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" need definition and reconciliation in a general law. 
When such a general law has been arrived at, regu- 
lating the position of members of a family towards 
each other, and the dealings of families or tribes 
with each other ; when it is voluntarily recognised 
by a community of families or tribes, and maintained 
by a power strong enough at once to enforce it 
within the community, and to defend the integrity 
of the community against attacks from without, then 
the elementary state has been formed."^ 

As it has been formed, so it grows. The very form- 
ation, with the administrative and other machinery 
it calls into being, gives rise to new relationships, 
new rights. Its existence renders possible (and 
actual) further relationships between man and man, 
which become more and more numerous and com- 
plex as society progresses. Each stage in the 
advance is based upon the previous one, and actuated 
by that idea of a common good to which greater 
definiteness is given as the " moralisation " of man 
(attainable only in civic life) increases and develops ; 
but which from the earliest beginnings of common 
life has never been wholly absent. 

§ 4. THE STATE AND THE INDIVIDUAL. 

The citizen's life is made up of civic and social 
relations. Only as a "member of the State" has 

1 Pol. Oblig. § 134. 



POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY 141 

he any duties to perform, any rights to claim. All 
rights are due to his position as such a member, 
all his responsibilities consist in whatever is ap- 
propriate or necessary to the discharge of this 
function. 

These considerations bring us face to face with 
the question hinted at in the first section of this 
chapter, viz., Has the individual no rights against 
the State ? Does the " organic " analogy imply that 
acting as a member of the State cuts off for ever 
the possibility of acting as he thinks proper, as he 
likes? Does it leave him no more free than a part 
of any physical organism is free to act, if he 
thinks right, against the body corporate? And, if 
this is not the implication of our doctrine of " rights," 
under what circumstances, with what justification, is 
it "right" to protest or to rebel? 

Theoretically and ideally, the answer to these 
questions is simplicity itself. The individual has 
no rights against the State. All rights flow from 
his position as a member of the State. If he ceases 
to be a member, if he cuts himself off and sets 
himself over against the State, he ceases eo ipso 
to have any rights at all. But this carries us a 
very little way. It emphasises the essential nature 
of a right, and reminds us that in the ideal society 
perfect freedom is only produced by perfect law, 
but is irrelevant to the point at issue. The question 
is not of theory, but of practice. It arises from the 
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obvious matter-of-fact that no existing State is a 
perfectly organised whole, and no individual citizen 
without moral and intellectual shortcomings. Indeed, 
the difficulty arises sometimes from his very virtues. 
Man does, to his credit, love the highest when he sees 
it, and often finds the "powers that be" sustaining 
and fostering institutions which represent a stage 
of development far removed from what might be. 
From the beginning of political speculation, the 
question, " Can the good man be a good citizen ? " 
has had a practical importance. Hence, there is 
no absurdity, but rather a pressing necessity to ask, 
" Under what circumstances is it right to rebel, i.e. 
to act in opposition to State authority ? " 

One general rule (perhaps the only one) is clear, 
viz., there can be " no right to disobey the law of the 
State except in the interest of the State."^ At first 
sight this may seem too general to be of any 
practical use, but a little reflection shows that it is 
not so. It puts out of Court at once all pleadings 
against beneficial legislation, e.g. Factory or Educa- 
tion Acts, based upon a supposed individual right to 
do what he likes with his own, or to have his freedom 
untampered with, &c., &c. But it carries us much 
further than this — it confines within the narrowest 
limits the right to disregard, or even protest against, 
legislation which seems the reverse of beneficial. It 
means (in practical application) that the citizen has 

^ Pol. Obtig. § 142. 
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no right to rebel, against presumably unjust laws, 
arbitrarily on a supposed right to do as he thinks fit, 
but that he has counter rights (rights of opposition) 
against such enactments only if he fulfil two con- 
ditions, viz. : 

(a) if he can point to a definite social good to be 
gained by successful opposition. 

(jb) if this social good is one recognised as such 
by his fellow-citizens. He must show, conclusively 
to their minds as well as his, that the enactments in 
question are in the interests of a class at the expense 
of the general well-being, and so plead against the 
State in the true interest of the State. 

The last point — the true interest of the State — is 
the most important consideration, and at the same 
time the one most easily lost sight of. It is com- 
paratively easy — in the imperfectly organised States 
we know — to convince ourselves and many of our 
fellow-citizens that this or that enactment is unjust — 
that it fosters the interests of a class (to which we do 
not belong) — that it is injurious to the well-being 
of the State, and so forth. The conclusion " Let us 
disregard it" follows easily and plausibly, but what 
is the motive for the disobedience? If it is the 
"well-being of the State," good, but may it not be 
.our own private interest ? Two wrongs do not make 
a right, however much the existence of the first may 
provide extenuating circumstances for the second. 
The revenue laws, a generation or two ago, in 
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England were economically unsound, and may be 
admitted, for argument's sake at least, to have been^ 
advantageous to a small class at the expense of the 
community at large, but it is to be feared that the 
practice of smuggling was due to motives which had 
little to do with that idea of the good of the State 
which alone justifies disobedience to State Enact- 
ment. The smugglers represented that war of class 
against class, or rather that " fighting for one's own 
hand," which, if logically carried out, destroys the 
common weal altogether. The secret sympathy with 
which even Revenue officers regarded the practice 
was due to the general conviction of the injustice of 
certain enactments, and was consistent with the most 
devoted loyalty to the State in other references, but 
the motives as a fact actuating both smugglers and 
buyers render the practice impossible of moral 
justification. Only when, confessedly and obviously, 
acting in the true interest of the State, is it right to 
act against the State. 

Now the one fundamental interest of the State 
is that each citizen should cheerfully perform his 
function as such, i.e., should act in accordance with 
his social relations with as clear and wide conception 
of these relations, and how they serve the common 

' Cf. Works, vol. ii. p. 484. "All restrictions on freedom of whole- 
some trade are really based on special class interests, and must 
disappear with the realisation of that individual right, founded on the 
capacity of every man for firee contribution to social good, which is 
the true idea of the State." 
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good, as is compatible with his intelligence and 
station. The parts of the body politic, though 
organic to social life, are not parts of a physical 
body. They are living persons — free agents. Only 
in so far as they are capable of realising the con- 
ception of a common good, and are free to act as 
they see the common good requires, can they 
perform their duties as citizens. Hence, from the 
standpoint of the individual, one " right " stands out 
pre-eminent and fundamental, viz., the right to life 
and liberty, or (in the phrase Green prefers) the 
" right to free life." 

This is the sine qud non of citizenship. It is 
possessed by all who have the capacity for member- 
ship of a society, i.e. who are capable of determining 
their actions by reference to a good common to 
themselves and others. No social polity which 
denies the actualisation of this right to any class 
of men so qualified can represent more than a 
temporary phase of development. Hence the 
objection to slavery. This institution may be at 
first an advance upon a practice which previously 
obtained, e.g. total extirpation ; it may have been 
a necessary stage in a nation's growth, but it can 
form no part of a settled or permanent constitution, 
^OKtl yap itvai ti SiKaiov Travrl avOpwirw tt/ooj Travra 
Tov Svvafievov KOLvwvrjcrai vo/j,ov koi avvO^KTjs,^ and 
slavery, logically and theoretically, is a denial of this 

' Arist. JV.E, viii. II. 
K 
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"natural" right. As a matter of fact it is never 
logically carried out in practice, but nevertheless it 
is necessarily a partial withholding from a class of 
individuals rights to which they are by nature 
entitled ; entitled, that is, by the actual possession 
of the faculty qualifying for citizenship. This right 
to free life can only be lost by, and is only justly 
denied to, those who show themselves incapable of 
the idea of common good and of self-determination 
by it ; i.e. by lunatics or criminals. 

On the other hand, the right to free life has 
definite limitations and determinations. No one 
would deny that the State has rights of interference 
with the individual liberty, even of capable citizens, 
in many directions ; rights which are not theo- 
retical merely, but daily acted upon. The explana- 
tion, or justification, of these rights of the State 
against the individual is necessarily identical with 
that for the rights of the individual against the 
State, viz., the well-being of the community as a 
whole. Whatever is directly of service in produc- 
ing the "citizen" (assuming its practical possibility) 
is right to be carried out in civic life, and ought 
to be objectified in some law or institution. It 
sometimes happens in the discharge of this strictly 
State function that the government seems, not only 
to interfere with supposed rights of individuals, but 
also to usurp their moral responsibilities; to 
arrogate to itself a duty incumbent upon the 
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private citizen, and which he ought to be left to 
perform. Compulsory education, for example, has 
been objected to, not only by selfish parents en- 
raged that their power to exploit the labour of 
their little ones is taken away, but also on the 
ethical ground that to care for the spiritual, as well 
as physical, welfare of children, is a moral duty 
attaching to the parent, from which, consequently, 
he ought not to be relieved, and, as a fact, cannot 
be relieved except at the expense of lowering the 
moral life of the individual. This argument would 
have weight if the State's motive were merely to 
take upon its own shoulders a moral responsibility 
more naturally belonging to the individual, or, if 
it enforced the " sending the child to school " 
as a moral duty which the parent must be com- 
pelled to perform. But the motive of the State 
is a very different one. Its object is simply to 
prevent a hindrance (certain to be there unless 
the State interferes) to the development of the 
capacity for civic rights on the part of the children. 
Without this interference on the part of the State, 
the children would never grow into capable citizens 
at all. It is as sustainer and enforcer of rights 
the State acts, not as a moral teacher. In so 
acting it is strictly fulfilling its own function, not 
attempting to carry the burdens of others. 

So, too, with other State interferences, each of 
which must be judged separately on its own merits 
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by the above criterion. The action of government 
is primarily negative. Laws regulating hours of 
labour for women and children, confining tenant 
right in Ireland, limiting freedom of contract, and 
the like, are not rightly regarded if taken to be 
positive rulings of men's actions in certain definite 
ways. They do, indirectly, have this effect doubt- 
less, but, directly, their function is to remove 
hindrances to the growth of civic capacity on 
the part of individuals, or classes of individuals, 
who otherwise would never have the chance of 
that " free life " which it is the one essential 
function of the State to secure for every citizen. 

Of these rights of State interference — too 
numerous to enter into in detail — there is one 
which demands consideration, both from its im- 
portance and from certain characteristics it possesses 
peculiar to itself; viz., the right of the State to 
punish. 

This State right is really the correlative of the 
right of the individual to free life, so long as he is 
contributory to the general good. Conversely, the 
civic association has necessarily the right to prevent 
such actions as tend to destroy, on the part of 
other citizens, freedom of action contributory to 
social well-being. The criminal interferes with the 
exercise of legitimate rights by his fellows — the 
State, in the discharge of its proper function, 
interferes with this interference by laying violent 
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hands upon the offender. By this exercise of 
authority a stop is put to his acting altogether — so 
far, that is, as the social sphere is concerned. 

In answer, then, to the old controversy as to the 
nature of punishment — ought it to be preventive, 
retributive, or reformatory — it is clear that, primarily, 
punishment is preventive. It is directed towards 
the removal of hindrances ; it regards the interest 
of law-abiding citizens, not the depravity of the 
law-breaker; it "clears the course." This object is 
effected by associating with wrong action a certain 
amount of terror — terror sufficient to divert a 
would-be wrong -doer from his purpose. On the 
other hand, though primarily preventive, it is not 
merely preventive. This is the confusion of thought 
which breeds the tyrant and oppressor, not the 
judge. Not any amount of terror is justifiable 
because it happens to "prevent." The punishment 
should never go beyond what is actually necessary 
to associate with the crime, in order to prevent 
the violation of the right its intention is to preserve 
from interference. The idea of retribution is an 
essential, though not the primary, element in 
punishment. Retribution not, of course, in the 
sense in which pre -social private vengeance is 
retributive — private vengeance is the polar opposite 
of State punishment, which gradually suppresses 
it and takes its place — but as expressing the 
sympathetic public indignation which is felt at 
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beholding wrong - doing, even when inflicted on 
others. " This indignation is inseparable from the 
interest in social well-being, and along with it is 
the chief agent in the establishment and mainten- 
ance of legal punishment."^ We feel the criminal 
ought to be treated according to his deserts, 
"ought to have his due." This conception of 
" justly due " or " retributively just " is a most 
valuable corrective to the danger of falling into 
the " merely preventive " theory. It implies a 
two- fold recognition — both on the part of the 
criminal, and also by society — of the act done as 
wrong, and the punishment inflicted as fitting. 
" The idea of punishment implies on the side of 
the person punished ... a practical understanding 
of the nature of rights, and an actual violation of 
a right or omission to fulfil an obligation, the right 
or obligation being one of which the .agent might 
have been aware, and the violation or omission 
one which he might have prevented. On the side 
of the authority punishing, it implies equally a 
conception of right founded on relation to public 
good, and one which, unlike that on the part of 
the criminal, is realised in act; a conception of 
which the punitive act, as founded on a considera- 
tion of what is necessary for the maintenance of 
rights, is the logical expression. A punishment is 
unjust if either element is absent; if either the 
. 1 Pol. Oblig. \ 183. 
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act punished is not a violation of known rights 
or an omission to fulfil known obligations of a 
kind which the agent might have prevented, or 
the punishment is one that is not required for the 
maintenance of rights."^ 

"Maintenance of rights" — this phrase cannot be 
too much emphasised. The function of legal 
punishment, as both preventive and retributive, is 
definitely the protection of rights, not the castigation 
of moral depravity as such. The State is the sus- 
tainer of rights. It has regard, not to the wickedness 
of the criminal, but to the effect of the punishment 
on others. It looks forward, not backwards. No 
punishment can prevent the crime accomplished — 
it can only try to render less likely the doing of 
a similar wrong in the future. Herein lies the true 
justification of " extenuating circumstances." These 
can be always legitimately pleaded (and acted upon) 
whenever the lightening of a punishment "justly" 
attached to the right violated does not, in the 
particular case in question, weaken the deterrent 
association in the minds of others. An odd case 
of, e.g. a starving man snatching at a loaf, may be 
lightly dealt with without fear of promoting in the 
community a general disrespect for the eighth com- 
mandment. But in a beleaguered city the same 
act might, from exactly the same considerations, 
"justly" require the punishment of death; in no 

1 Pol. Oblig. \ 185. 
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other way could the rights of the others be preserved 
from violation. 

There are, in fact, two good and sufficient reasons 
why punishment should not be apportioned to the 
"moral wickedness"^ of the wrong-doer: — 

(«) The degree of moral depravity implied in a 
crime is unascertainable. It depends on the motive 
and character. It is unknown fully even to the 
individual himself, and cannot be estimated by an 
external judge. 

{b) It is not the business of the State to punish 
wickedness, as such. Indirectly, punishment serves 
a moral purpose ; but its prime object is to secure 
opportunity for the performance of social function 
on the part of the body of the citizens. "There 
is no direct reference in punishment by the State, 
either retrospective or prospective, to moral good 
or evil. The State in its judicial action does not 
look to the moral guilt of the criminal whom it 
punishes, or to the promotion of moral good by 
means of his punishment in him or others. It looks 
not to virtue and vice, but to rights and wrongs. It 
looks back to the wrong done in the crime which it 
punishes ; not, however, in order to avenge it, but 
in order to the consideration of the sort of terror 
which needs to be associated with such wrong-doing, 
in order to the future maintenance of rights. If the 
character of the criminal comes into account at all, 

' Pol. Oblig. § 196. 
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it can only be properly as an incident of this con- 
sideration."^ 

In actual result, however, the • '' character of the 
criminal " is affected ; and reflection shows us that 
punishment, to be really preventive, must be reform- 
atory. It must tend to " quahfy the criminal for 
the resumption of rights."^ Though not aiming 
at the moral good of the criminal as its ultimate 
end, it strives to refit him for taking his place as 
a citizen, with renewed capacity and fresh deter- 
mination to fulfil his social responsibilities. In this 
way a definite limitation of the amount and kind 
of punishment which the State can legitimately 
inflict arises. The criminal himself has rights which 
must be respected. Not rights in the sense of the 
word when applicable to his fellow law-abiding 
citizens. He has eo ipso forfeited these, and is, 
for the time being, "out of" civic and social rela- 
tions. His rights are potential, or, so to speak, 
" reversionary " ; but they are real, and he must 
not be for ever incapacitated for the resumption 
of them. 

To this rule there is one exception — the penalty 
of death, or what is the same thing from the stand- 
point of civic rights, that of life imprisonment. 
These extreme penalties may be justified on either 
(or both) of two grounds : — 

1 Pol. Oblig:\ 204. = Ibid. § 206. 
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{a) Association of extremest terror may be neces- 
sary with certain actions to preserve the possibility 
of social life at all. 

{b) The crime punished may of itself show the 
criminal to be permanently incapable of the exercise 
of rights.^ 

In the case of the penalty of death for murder 
— and possibly some other crimes — both justifica- 
tions may be urged. 

» Po!. Oblig. § 205. 



CHAPTER VII. 
GREEN AND HIS CRITICS 

THESE lectures, so far, have been expository 
in the literal sense of the term. They have 
tried to reproduce Green's teaching — often in his 
own words — without any attempt at criticism. The 
aim of this concluding chapter is to supplement 
this direct exposition by examining the chief 
criticisms which have been brought against his 
teaching. 

It is so obvious that the Moral and Political 
portions of this teaching stand, or fall, with the 
truth, or untruth, of the Metaphysics that, strictly 
speaking, it is wasted labour to either attack or 
defend any ground not covered by Prolegomena 
Bk. I., but I have thought it better, for practical 
purposes, to add some account of Professor 
Sidgwick's objections to the doctrine contained in 
the later books. The published criticisms of 
Green are not numerous, but the difficulties they 
raise are fundamental. The best statement of 
them is to be found, undoubtedly, in the first, and 
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the concluding, chapters of Professor Seth's Hegeli- 
anism and Personality. Of this statement I have 
given a full and, I trust, impartial summary, to 
which I have added a slighter sketch of Mr. 
Balfour's article in Mind (January, 1884), and an 
analysis of Professor Sidgwick's article in the 
following number (April, 1884). Some answer 
to these criticisms was also obviously required, 
but I have tried to keep this within the narrowest 
possible compass, by dealing only with the more 
important issues raised. 

§ 2. Professor Seth's Criticism. "Green's whole 
system centres in the assertion of a Self or 
Spiritual Principle, as necessary to the existence 
alike of Knowledge and Morality. The presence 
of this principle of connection and unity to the 
particulars of sense, alone renders possible a cosmos 
or intelligible world, and is likewise the sole explana- 
tion of Ethics as a system of precepts. The im- 
pressive assertion of this one position may . . . 
almost be said to constitute his entire system." ^ 

The critical part of this teaching (i.e. as against 
the sensationalism of Hume, &c.) may be accepted 
as "victorious and conclusive," but in the positive 
teaching as to the nature of the Self or Spiritual 
Principle everything is left vague and ambiguous. 
It is nowhere explained how the individual self 
is a reproduction of a divine universal self, and 
' Hegeliam'sm, p. 4. 
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what evidence there is for the possibility of this 
relation of identification. 

The ambiguity which thus clings to Green's 
central position is due to the source from which 
he derived it, viz., the Kantian philosophy read 
in the light of the Hegelian system.^ This 
development possessed a radical flaw. Kant's 
method of proof is the analysis of experience 
with a view to discover its indispensable consti- 
tutive elements.^ Taking the fact of knowledge 
as it finds it, it does not inquire how that fact 
was realised or came into being . . , but, moving 
always within the fact, it asks what are the condi- 
tions of its being what it is — what, in other words, 
are its essential elements? It is an analysis of 
the nature of knowledge, not of its genesis. 

This method has its limitations; it can only give 
us a theory of knowledge and not a ready-made 
ontology — it is not an absolute theory of the 
universe.^ Herein lies Green's great mistake. He 
claims to follow out the transcendental method to 
its legitimate issue, and make Kant consistent 
with himself, but in so doing he avowedly trans- 
forms Kant's theory of knowledge into a meta- 
physic of existence, an absolute philosophy. It 
is this transformation which forms the core of 
the Neo-Kantian position. Green explicitly identi- 
fies the self which the theory of knowledge reveals 
' Hegelianism, p. 5. ' Ibid. p. 16. * Ibid, p. 21. 
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— the single, active, self-conscious principle — with 
the universal or divine self- consciousness, the one 
eternal divine subject to which the universe is 
relative, and which makes the animal organism of 
man a vehicle for the reproduction of itself ^ 

Now this conversion of "consciousness in general, 
without more ado, into a universal consciousness is 
in the highest degree improper. The transcendental ■ 
theory of knowledge, because it is an abstract 
inquiry, necessarily speaks of a single self or 
logical subject; but this singularity is the singu- 
larity which belongs to every abstract notion, and 
decides nothing as to the singularity or plurality 
of existing intelligences. We can have absolutely 
no right to transform this logical identity of type 
into a numerical identity of existence. Yet this 
seems to be precisely the step which Neo-Kantism 
makes. It takes the notion of knowledge as 
equivalent to a real knower, and the form of 
knowledge being one, it leaps to the conclusion 
that what we have before us is the one subject 
who sustains the world, and is the real Knower 
in all finite Intelligences. This is neither more 
nor less than to hypostatise an abstraction. It 
is of a piece with the Scholastic Realism which 
hypostatised humanitas, or homo, as a universal 
substance of which individual men were the 
accidents. Green's theory of the universe may be 

' Hegelianism, p. 23. 
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true, but its truth must be established upon other 
lines." 1 

Professor Seth holds, lastly. Green's doctrine of 
the self to be not only illegitimate and unproven, 
but also self-destructive — it destroys, i.e., both man 
and God. In his own words : " The radical error, 
both of Hegelianism and of the allied English 
doctrines, I take to be the identification of the 
human and the divine self-consciousness, or . . . the 
unification of consciousness into a single self It 
is true there could be no interaction between in- 
dividuals, unless they were all embraced within one 
Reality ; still less could there be any knowledge by 
one individual of others if they did not all form 
parts of one system of things. But it is a great step 
further to say that this universal attitude of the self, 
as such, is due to the fact that it is one universal self 
that thinks in all so-called thinkers ... for each self 
is a unique existence which is perfectly impervious to 
other selves — impervious in a fashion, of which the 
impenetrability of matter is a faint analogue ... It 
is none the less true, of course, that only through 
selfhood am I able to recognise the unity of the 
world, and my own union with the source of all . . . 
but though the self is thus in knowledge a principle 
of unification, it is in existence, or metaphysically, 
a principle of isolation. There is no deliverance of 
consciousness which is more unequivocal than that 
' Hegelianism, p. 29. 
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which testifies to this independence and exclusive- 
ness. I have a centre of my own — a will of my 
own — which no one shares with me, nor can share — 
a centre which I maintain even in my dealings with 
God Himself," but " Green's doctrine of the universal 
self is a thorough-going Pantheism."^ In fact, " the 
attempt of the Hegelian and Neo-Hegelian schools 
to unify the human and divine subject is ultimately 
destructive of the reality of both^ ... if we are to 
keep the name God at all, subjectivity — an existence 
of God for Himself, analogous to our own personal 
existence, though doubtless transcending it infinitely 
in innumerable ways — is an essential element in the 
conception. We can only know Him as manifested 
in Nature and history ; and knowledge of the mani- 
festation is in both cases knowledge of the essence 
. . . but just as the man has a centre of his own, so, 
if we speak of God at all, there must be a divine 
centre of thought, activity, and enjoyment to which 
no mortal can penetrate . . . Moreover, the admission 
of a real self-consciousness in God seems demanded 
of us if we are not to be unfaithful to the funda- 
mental principle of the theory of knowledge — inter- 
pretation by means of the highest category within 
our reach . . . God may, nay, must be, infinitely more 
— we are at least certain that he cannot be less — 
than we know ourselves to be."^ 

So far Professor Seth — his last sentences sound 
1 Hegelianism, p. 215-218. '^ Ibid. p. 222. ' Ibid. p. 224. 
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strange in our ears as a criticism of Green's teaching 
— they are, in fact, a (presumably unconscious) repro- 
duction of an essential portion of it. Compare, e.g., 
§ 182 of the Prolegomena : " It is clearly of the very 
essence of our doctrine that the divine principle, 
which we suppose to be realising itself in man, 
should be supposed to realise itself in persons, as 
such. But for reflection on our personality, on our 
consciousness of ourselves as objects to ourselves, we 
could never dream of theiiebeing such a self-realising 
principle at all . . . It is the irreducibility of this 
self-objectifying consciousness to anything else, the 
impossibility of accounting for it as an effect, that 
compels us to regard it as the presence in us of the 
mind for which the world exists. To admit, there- 
fore, that the self-realisation of the divine principle 
can take place otherwise than in a consciousness 
which is an object to itself, would be in contradiction 
of the very ground upon which we believe that a 
divine principle does so realise itself in man. Person- 
ality, no doubt, is a term that has often been fought 
over without any very precise meaning being attached 
to it. If we mean anything else by it than the quality 
in a subject of being consciously an object to itself, 
we are not justified in saying that it necessarily 
belongs to God . . . But whatever we mean by 
personality, and whatever difficulties may attach to 
the notion that a divine principle realises itself ... in 
the persons of men, it is certain we shall only fall 

L 
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into contradictions by substituting for persons . . . 
any entity to which self-consciousness cannot in- 
telligibly be ascribed. If it is impossible that the 
divine self-realisation should be complete in such 
persons as we are ... on the other hand, in the 
absence of self-objectification — the essential thing in 
personality — it cannot even be inchoate." 

Such quotations may be easily multiplied, but it 
is needless to do so. They bring out a curious 
misunderstanding, common to all the metaphysical 
(at least) criticism of Green's teaching, viz., that he 
is Pantheistic. As a consequence, a large portion of 
so-called " criticism " is not only a " beating the air," 
but reproduces, more forcibly perhaps and eloquently 
than Green's severely scientific style admits, the very 
doctrine the Prolegomena was written to teach us. 
But before attempting to answer our critics, it will be 
better to hear Mr. Balfour. 

§ 3. Mr. Balfour — in Mind, January, 1884 — fasten- 
ing upon the word Neo-Kantian, describes Green's 
Metaphysic as a "simplified Kantism, purged of 
things-in-themselves, and denuded of the complicated 
architectonic structure with which its first author 
encumbered it."^ Whereas, however, Kant held that 
a scientific knowledge of phenomena alone is pos- 
sible, Green " professes to demonstrate the existence 
of individual self-conscious spirits outside the realm 
of phenomena altogether, and of one universal self- 
' Page 76. 
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conscious Spirit, through which alone the world of 
phenomena exists, and of which all other intelligences 
are the imperfect manifestations." Mr. Balfour then 
urges, in his clear-cut and trenchant manner, the 
same objections just quoted from Professor Seth 
(which it is obviously unnecessary to repeat), describ- 
ing Green's doctrine as a Pantheism, in which it is 
" as true to say that the world created God, as that 
God created the world," and emphasising the fact 
that the "self" individualises and isolates, &c. 
Finally, pointing out with perfect truth that Green 
has not really explained how the relation he supposes 
between the human self and God is possible, or even 
adequately conceivable by us, he complains that 
Green thus gives us theological mysteries rather than 
philosophical conclusions, though he is kind enough 
to add that the attempt is not " discreditable," for 
after all " we are human beings, and not investigating 
machines." In Mind for October, 1893, he repeats 
— substituting the word " mysticism " for " theology " 
— his earlier essay in a more popular form. 

§ 4. On the whole these two criticisms agree with 
each other, and exhaust the difficulties which, as 
yet, have been brought forward against Green's main 
teaching. There is, however, one point peculiar to 
Mr. Balfour upon which it is important to pause 
for a moment, viz., the confusion between science 
and omniscience. These are problems still left un- 
explained by Green, therefore his analysis, as far as 
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it goes, must be incorrect. This argument is a non 
sequitur which more than once appears in modern 
philosophical writing — especially critical writing. It 
is easy to bring forward, dangerously misleading to 
the reader, and, to say the least of it, hopelessly 
irrelevant. It may be going too far to urge that 
" the non-attainment of finality in a philosophy is 
its highest virtue " ; but these words are merely an 
exaggeration of a great truth. Human knowledge 
cannot be " final." If it professes to be so, it con- 
demns itself as one-sided and incomplete. The 
question to ask is, " Is its analysis of the facts of 
which we are conscious correct as far as it goes?" 
If it omits some of these admitted facts, or is self- 
contradictory in its explanations, it must be rejected ; 
but if we can find a theory of metaphysics not open 
to these objections, and whose sole shortcoming it 
is that it fails to give us an "adequate conception" 
of what things will look like when we are all we 
may ultimately become, we are bound as rational 
beings to give in our adherence to that theory. 
To admit that a philosopher is on the right road 
is to admit everything ; to complain that he has 
not yet reached the goal is puerile. In regard to 
this special accusation of "theological mystery," 
Green has argued simply that certain facts — univer- 
sally admitted — necessitate certain other facts, e.g. 
God ; but he very properly declines to specify 
further qualities in Him, not so necessitated. This 
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is not to leave us a " mystery " — it is merely to 
refrain from the foolish attempt to "adequately 
explain" where we are without the requisite data. 

Coming now to the critical estimate common to 
Professor Seth and Mr. Balfour, it will be found to 
fall naturally into three parts : — 

(i) That portion of it which endorses and agrees 
with certain aspects of Green's teaching. 

(2) Those positions and arguments in support , 
which, though by a misunderstanding they are 
brought forward as criticism, are really a reproduc- 
tion of his doctrine, and would have been cordially 
endorsed by him. 

(3) A third portion, which is really criticism, but 
is based upon unconscious misrepresentation. 

Let us consider these separately. 

Green represents what may be called Integration, 
as opposed to Disintegration — both in Thought and 
Being. This negative, controversial side of his 
teaching has a value which is fully recognised by 
our critics. As against Disintegration, he is "vic- 
torious and conclusive." The mind is not, as Hume 
and Mill maintain, a series of disconnected, suc- 
cessive, atomic sensations or ideas ; nature is no 
aggregate of phenomena objectively corresponding 
to such ideas — it is a whole of parts. Green, with 
his (supposed) master, Kant, has established once 
and for all the validity of the logical and moral 
"self." Negatively, then, Green is satisfactory; and 
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we may pass at once to the positive side of his 
teaching. 

The point upon which both Professor Seth and 
Mr. Balfour insist, at so great length and with so 
much emphasis, is that the self, once obtained, must 
be retained. No theory which absorbs this self into 
something other or higher can be accepted. Man 
has a " centre of his own," which is maintained even 
in his "dealings with God himself" Such a centre, 
though "infinitely transcending" the human in in- 
numerable ways, is an essential element in the 
conception of God. " God may — nay, must be — 
infinitely more — we are at least certain that he 
cannot be less — than we know ourselves to be." 

As one reads this language, it is difficult to avoid 
a feeling of helpless bewilderment. Are the words 
" critic " and " plagiarist " interchangeable terms ? 
For assuredly that portion of Seth's book, from 
which I have just quoted a few phrases, consists 
literally of the reproduction of teaching which Green 
enunciates, reiterates, and supports, in every way 
he can, throughout the greater part of the Prole- 
gomena. The § 182, quoted supra, does not stand 
alone. The whole gist of his utterances upon the 
nature of the Self — both divine and human — upon 
the personal character of the Moral Ideal, upon 
reformation of character, &c., &c., has for its very 
kernel the truth that " no deliverance of conscious- 
ness is so unequivocal " as that which testifies that 
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man is a "Self" in all his being and doing — from 
the simplest sensation to the highest complexity 
of thought. No metaphysical theory of existence, 
no ethical dream of a far-off ideal, in which this 
individual selfhood is obscured or transformed into 
something else, would have been accepted — still less 
taught — by Green for a moment. It is useless to 
add more on this head. Let us consider, thirdly, 
the critical portion proper of Professor Seth's book. 
This will be found to be based upon a misunder- 
standing of Green's method, owing to which Seth 
seems to think that Green began with his iinal 
conclusion, or, in other words, based his whole theory 
upon a gratuitously assumed conception, which is 
really the final result to which his reasoning forced 
him. 

Green establishes the validity of the "Logical 
Self" ; but instead of using this Logical Self when 
he has got it, he abuses it. The whole pith of the 
Seth-Balfour objections lies in the words, " We have 
absolutely no right to transform a logical identity 
of type into a numerical identity of existence — to 
make a theory of knowledge into a ready-made 
ontology." Whether this feat be even a possible 
one it is useless to enquire, for it is certain that 
Green does not attempt it. The only " ready-made " 
element in his system is the assumption (made by 
all constructive science) that knowledge is possible, 
and the only "ontology" he begins with his own 
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existence. " What have I got in my head, and what 
is the simplest explanation of it ? " are the questions 
he asks. His relation to Kant consists in a grateful 
acknowledgment of that philosopher's doctrine that 
experience involves for its possibility a permanent 
self, together with an emphatic warning not to follow 
him in "asserting the unity of the world of our 
experience only to transfer that world to a larger 
chaos." The phrase, Neo-Kantian, is in the highest 
degree unfortunate. Professor Seth admits, it is true, 
that " Neo-Kantism is as different from Kant as 
Neo-Platonism from Plato " ; and Mr. Balfour per- 
ceives "that the most Kantian of recent transcend- 
entalists would probably never have been described 
by Kant himself as his disciples";^ but apparently 
Neo-Kantism must be either a copy or a corruption 
of Kant, and as it is not the former, it must be 
condemned as the latter. Hence the use of words 
like "illegitimate," "ready-made," "without more 
ado," " transformation," " conversion," &c., &c. Once 
admit, however, the possibility that Green's doctrine 
is the result of an independent investigation, and 
the irrelevancy of these reproaches becomes obvious. 
The simple truth is that the " Self" Green starts with 
is neither logical nor ontological in any significant 
sense — it is just " his own self." From this, in order 
to explain it and its attributes, he finds himself 
driven step by step with irresistible cogency to the 
» Page 73. 
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cosmos, and from that to God. The " universal 
Knower" of which Seth complains so much (as an 
assumption) is not Green's starting-point ; it is the 
final conclusion, to which he is led by the "best 
analysis he can make" of his own experience. Do 
our critics object to this analysis? They name it 
"victorious and conclusive." Do they point out 
missing links in the chain — a long chain, remember 
— by which we reach the "eternal consciousness"? 
They ignore it altogether, and assume that Green 
starts with his ultimate conclusion. No wonder, 
then, viewing the doctrine as such a monstrous 
petitio principii, they urge that, " if true, its truth 
must be established on other lines." Yet the other 
part of their misunderstanding is, perhaps, even 
worse. This illegitimate, ontological " Self" is not 
even personal^Green's philosophy is a "thorough- 
going Pantheism," of a piece with the "crude 
scholastic realism which hypostatised humanitas',' 
&c., &c. It is, indeed, difficult to attempt seriously 
to answer such an ignoratio elenchi as this. Green 
is, doubtless, open to criticism ; but any criticism 
worthy of serious consideration must assuredly be 
" upon other lines." As against such misrepresenta- 
tion, it may be fairly urged that Green's starting- 
point and method of procedure are legitimate ; that 
his analysis, while giving us facts which we recognise 
in our own experience, nowhere drags in elements 
not apparently necessitated by these facts ; that the 
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structure gradually built up is consistent with itself; 
and that finally the difficulties remaining — to com- 
plete the metaphysical solution — show as yet no 
indication that they will require treatment by other 
methods. These " difficulties " are practically two, 
viz. : — 

(i) How is it that the, as yet, unknown elements 
in a spiritual universe appear material ? 

(2) How is it possible for several individual selves 
— whether human or divine — to be all of them parts 
of one cosmos ? 

It is both a privilege and a duty to work away 
at these questions ; it is irrational to blame a prede- 
cessor who saw them as clearly as we do, that he 
did not live long enough to reach them. Green 
tells us clearly what he starts with, how he proceeds, 
the conclusions he arrives at. That these conclu- 
sions, or some of them, are startling, he frankly 
admits, that no "adequate conception" of one of 
them in its full reality is as yet humanly possible 
he emphatically urges, but holds — and surely 
legitimately holds — that till his theory "can be 
shown to have left some essential part of the 
reality of the case out of sight, and another con- 
clusion can be substituted for it which remedies 
the defect, this is no reason for rejecting it." ^ The 
criticisms above -quoted make no attempt to show 
any such gap or inconsistency in Green's analysis. 
' Proles- \ 82. 
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Still less do they substitute a theory which remedies 
that or any other defect. It is scarcely unfair to 
say that, when not engaged in reproducing, with 
eloquence all their own. Green's main doctrine, 
they busy themselves with bursts of righteous 
indignation against a crude ontology which, what- 
ever its source, assuredly cannot be found in any 
extant edition of Green's writings. 

§ 5. Professor Sidgwick's criticism, vide " Mind," 
April, 1884. Professor Sidgwick finds himself 
" unable to put together into a coherent whole the 
different expressions of Green's ethical view " ^ 
found in the Prolegomena of Ethics. ^ 

"Green's doctrine as to the basis of morality, 
in the most comprehensive account which he 
gives of it, is stated to be a ' Theory of the Good 
as Human Perfection.' The Perfection which is 
thus taken as the ultimate end of rational conduct, 
is otherwise described as the ' realisation,' ' develop- 
ment,' or ' completion ' of human ' faculties ' or 
' capabilities.' If we ask, further, to what part 
of man's apparently composite nature these 
' faculties ' or ' capabilities ' belong, we are told 
that they are 'capabilities of the spirit which is 
in man,' to which, again, a ' divine ' or ' heaven- 
born ' nature is attributed. The realisation of 
these capabilities is, in fact, a ' self-realisation of 
the divine principle in man ' ; that is, of the ' one 

' Mind, vol. ix. p. 169, 
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divine mind,' which "gradually reproduces itself in 
the human soul.' ' God,' we are elsewhere told, 
'is a Being with whom the human spirit is identical, 
in the sense that He is all which the human spirit 
is capable of becoming.' Hence the conception 
of the Divine Spirit presents to the man who is 
morally aspiring, an 'ideal of personal holiness' 
with which he contrasts his own personal unworthi- 
ness." 

This doctrine, if it is to give us anything more 
than a "vague, emotional thrill," must be expressed 
in much more definite form and, in particular, must 
answer distinctly two questions, viz. : — 

(i) "How is this relation of man to God philoso- 
phically known ? " 

(2) "What definite and reasoned content can be 
given to this notion of a Divine Spirit ? " 

"An answer to these questions was intended,, 
apparently, to be given in Book I. . . . Here we 
are certainly introduced to a 'spiritual principle 
in nature,' corresponding to the spiritual principle 
implied in all human knowledge or experience. 
It is argued that to constitute the 'single, all- 
inclusive, unalterable system of relations' which 
we find in nature, properly understood, something 
beyond nature is needed : ' something which renders 
all relations possible,' and supplies the 'unity of 
the manifold' which is involved in the existence 
of these relations. 'A plurality of things cannot 
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of themselves unite in one relation, nor can a single 
thing of itself bring itself into a multitude of 
relations . . . there must be something other than 
the manifold things themselves which combines 
them.' Such a 'combining agency' in each one's 
experience is his own intelligence, his intelligent 
self which unites the objects of his experience 
while distinguishing itself from them. Hence, if 
we suppose nature to be real, 'otherwise than 
merely as for us,' we must 'recognise as the condi- 
tion of this reality the action of some unifying 
principle analogous to that of our understanding.' 
Indeed, Green passes — I do not precisely under- 
stand how — from the affirmation of analogous action 
to the affirmation of identical quality, and says that 
nature in its reality implies not only an all-uniting 
agency which is not natural, but a thinking, self- 
distinguishing consciousness like our own. We 
further find that this principle of synthesis or 
unity is 'eternal,' in the sense that it is not in 
time, and ' complete,' in the sense that its combin- 
ing agency extends to all conceivable objects ; and 
that our own empirical knowledge can only be 
explained as an imperfect reproduction in us of 
this eternally complete consciousness."^ 

"But how .... can we possibly get an 'ideal 
of holiness,' of an ' infinitely and perfectly good 
will,' out of this conception of a combining, self- 
' Mind, p. 171. 
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distinguishing and self-objectifying agency?" The 
only perfection the human spirit, as the reproduction 
of such an agency, can aim at, is the increase of 
knowledge. Green's conception is barren for ethical 
purposes — it is merely an eternal intellect out of 
time.^ 

On the other hand, bearing in mind the influence 
of Aristotle upon Green,^ and remembering the 
analysis of the psychological elements of moral 
action in Proleg. Book II., it might be thought that 
Green's ideal of human perfection, so far as ethical, 
belongs " rather to the human soul as a function of 
an animal organism, modified by being made a 
vehicle of the eternal consciousness, and not to that 
eternal consciousness itself, as making the animal 
organism the vehicle." We might infer that "it is 
only because it has supervened upon the appetitive 
life of an animal organism that the self-conscious 
self has such desires for the realisation of objects 
at all. And since the essential characteristic of 
moral action, as explained in Book II., consists in 
the presence of this self-distinguishing and self- 
seeking consciousness, identifying itself with different 
particular desires — or rather usually with a complex 
resultant of several distinguishable desires ; I should 
have expected that man's pursuit of perfection would 
be traced to some combination of natural desires 
modified by self-consciousness."^ 

» Mind, p. 172. " Ibid. p. 173. ' Ibid. p. 174. 
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"But the account of the moral ideal (in Book III.) 
does not correspond to this expectation ; the impulse 
of the spirit to seek ' moral good ' is rather repre- 
sented as being in profound contrast and antagonism 
to the impulses of the animal soul . . . accordingly, 
though 'good' is defined as 'that which satisfies 
some desire/ 'moral good,' or the 'true good' is 
defined as 'an end in which the effort of a moral 
agent may really find rest} or, as Green elsewhere 
expresses it, 'an abiding satisfaction of an abiding 
self" 

In fact (to digress for a moment), Green's "only 
substantial objection to the Hedonistic end relates 
to its transient quality; it is not a permanent or 
abiding good."^ This argument, with the accom- 
panying paradox that a " greatest sum of pleasures 
is intrinsically unmeaning," need not be seriously 
refuted by the Hedonist. Happiness in life is made 
up of the continual fresh emergence of desire, and 
the consequent succession of particular pleasure or 
gratifications, and "rest" is neither desired nor 
attainable. 

To return — the questions at once arise (i), What 
is this permanent or abiding good?^ 

(2) What ground have we for supposing it attain- 
able by man ? 

The latter question is particularly apposite, for, in 
ordinary experience, the path of moral progress is 
1 Mind, p. 175. ^ Ibid. p. 177. 
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not one in which the effort of the moral agent finds 
"rest," and though Green says of the "man who 
calmly faces a life of suffering in the fulfilment of 
what he conceives to be his mission," that "if he 
could obtain the consciousness of having accom- 
plished his work ... he would find satisfaction in the 
consciousness," he adds, that "probably just in pro- 
portion to the elevation of his character he is unable to 
do so."'^ Even if we admit the life after death, that 
gives us no ethical end here, and we ought not to 
use these theological notions as the basis of a philo- 
sophy of practice. 

Leaving these difficulties, " can we find the ' abiding 
self-satisfaction ' which a moral agent is supposed to 
seek ... in the conception of a society of persons 
who somewhere, somehow, in the indefinite future, 
are to carry further that movement towards per- 
fection which is so seriously impeded among the 
human beings whom we know?"^ Possibly, if a 
" better state of humanity " could be taken as a con- 
vertible term for the "better state of myself" at 
which I, as a moral agent, necessarily aim. But 
can it? Green seems to use these two notions in- 
differently, but it is difficult to see " by what logical 
process we pass from the form of unqualified egoism, 
under which the true end of the moral agent is 
represented to us on one page, to the unmediated 
universalism which we find suddenly substituted for 

' Mind, p. 177. ' Ibid. p. 179. 
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it on another. . . . The mere fact that I am aware of 
myself as a self-distinguishing consciousness, and 
attribute a similar consciousness to other men, does 
not necessarily make me regard their good as my 
own ; some rational transition is still needed between 
the recognition of them as ends to themselves, and 
the recognition of them as ends to myself" Even if 
we assume " essential sociality of men, the universal 
or normal implication, through sympathy, of each 
one's interest or good with the interests of some 
others (as eighteenth-century optimism did), this 
only proves that I cannot realise good for myself 
without promoting the good of others in some degree ; 
it does not show that my own good is in any sense 
identical with the good of others who are to live 
after me."^ The majority of us may perhaps feel 
that our life, if not enlarged by sympathy, is meagre 
and starved, but this is far from constituting the 
good of humanity my good, and "it remains true 
that to most persons the dissatisfaction caused by 
the idea of the imperfection of other beings, not 
connected with them by some special bond of 
sympathy, is at any rate an evil very faintly per- 
ceptible ; and the question why in this case they 
should sacrifice any material part of their own good 
or perfection to avoid it remains unanswered." So 
again the "habitual self-denial," the "self-sacrificing 
will," which form an essential element of Green's 

' Mind, p. 181. 
M 
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moral ideal, cannot be justified by his theory of the 
true good. We seem continually to find, in his 
account of moral action, pagan or neo-pagan forms 
of ethical thought combined with Christian or post- 
Christian forms, without any proper philosophical 
reconciliation.^ 

We are led into similar inconsistencies if we 
include (as Green does) artistic and scientific develop- 
ment, in addition to virtue proper, in the conception 
of the true good. Here Green seems to have uncon- 
sciously tried to get the advantages of two distinct 
and incompatible conceptions of human good ; the 
one liberally comprehensive, but palpably admitting 
competition, the other non-competitive but stoically 
or puritanically narrow.^ 

If, finally, we look at the two criteria of moral 
action — the formal and the material — we find Green 
halting between two opinions which cannot be com- 
bined, except in a dogmatic and unjustifiable way. 
On the one hand, the one unconditional good is the 
"good will"; on the other, a man "cannot have been 
good unless he has done what is good in result." 
It is true that Green dogmatically enunciates that 
" there is no real reason to doubt that the good or 
evil in the motive of an action is exactly measured 
by the good or evil in its consequences as rightly 
estimated." "With the whole spiritual history of 
the action before us on the one side, with the whole 

' Mind, p. 183. = Ibid. p. 184, 
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sum and series of its effects before us on the other, 
we should presumably see that just so far as a good 
will . . . has had more or less to do with bringing the 
action about, there is more or less good ... in its 
effects"; but nothing that can be called evidence is 
offered on behalf of this startling presumption.^ 

These difficulties prevent our finding in Green any- 
consistent method by which a system of duties can 
be philosophically worked out. There is much 
instructive description and discussion, in the con- 
cluding book of the treatise, of the general attitude 
which a moral man should adopt in dealing with 
practical problems, much subtle analysis and dis- 
tinction of different elements presented for his con- 
sideration ; but if the reader expects to be guided to 
a cogently reasoned solution of any such problems — 
proceeding from unambiguous ethical premises to 
definite practical conclusions — the expectation will 
hardly be fulfilled. 

§ 6. Speaking generally of the criticism above 
summarised, it may be said that if the positive 
theory underlying it (and from which all its force 
is really derived), as to the nature of man, were 
true, it would form a plausible attack upon Green's 
position. This underlying theory is that of Rational 
Hedonism, of which the main assumptions are (i) 
that happiness in life does consist in a series of 
particular pleasures ; (2) that human society is an 

1 Mind, p. 185. 
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aggregate of particular individuals in this sense at 
least, that the "self-gratification" the individual 
members respectively pursue often involves a conflict 
of interests, so that one man's gain implies another's 
loss. From such a standpoint Green's " identification 
of the self and society " seems necessarily foolishness, 
and his belief that the " good of humanity is also 
my good" a gratuitous misconception. This raises 
really not an Ethical but a Metaphysical question, 
viz., "What is the nature of man?" Green's answer 
will be obvious from the earlier pages of this book, 
and to discuss here this difference between him 
and Professor Sidgwick would be out of place. 
Hedonism is not a criticism of Green, but a positive 
theory resting upon a metaphysical basis of its own, 
which is opposed antithetically to that of Green. 
To attack this theory directly is no part of our 
present task ; to meet the objections based upon it, 
by re-establishing Green's metaphysical position 
would be to repeat what has been already said. Yet 
one or other of these alternative courses is the only 
satisfactory method of answering Professor Sidgwick's 
criticism. 

If we, however, bear in mind that the real answer 
to Professor Sidgwick is contained in chapters ii. 
and iii. of this book, a few additional remarks upon 
the five points raised in his article will not be out 
of place. 

It will be convenient to take them separately : — 
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(i) The conception of the Eternal Consciousness 
(in Book I.), and the perfection which the human 
spirit can attain as reproduction of such a con- 
sciousness, is purely intellectual, not moral. An 
"eternal intellect out of time is barren for ethical 
purposes." 

The answer to this is that Book I. is purposely 
confined to the subject of " knowledge," to the 
exclusion of "virtue," but that its conclusions, so 
far from picturing man's perfection as "increase of 
knowledge," emphasise the truth that he, and he 
alone, is capable of action. We must ask first 
what the nature of man is, if our labour as 
Moralists is to be assured against being wasted 
labour. Book I. deals with this question, and 
finds that man is not only fitted for knowledge, 
but is also a "free cause" — in other words, is 
capable of action. In this way we advance, 
naturally, to consider what man has in him to 
become; for the moral world is a world which 
man creates for himself. He does not receive 
it as he receives the world of knowledge. Book 
I. shows the possibility of such a world, and so 
prepares the foundation upon which the later 
books build the detailed structure called the 
Moral Ideal. Taken abstractedly by itself, it is, 
doubtless, true to say that no Moral Ideal can 
be found in it ;^ but such abstraction is not only 
unfair, it is unmeaning. 
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(2) Seeing that the good is defined as the con- 
scious recognition (and satisfaction of) a desire, 
the true good, or Moral Ideal, ought to consist of 
"some combination of natural desires, modified 
by self-consciousness," whereas Green pictures the 
"impulse to moral good as being in profound 
contrast and antagonism to the impulses of the 
animal soul." 

This objection seems partly to ignore the vital 
distinction Green draws (Prolegomena, Book II. 
ch. i.) between animal "want" and human "motive," 
partly to forget Green's emphatic warning not to 
confuse the conflicting impulses which affect the 
man "before he has made up his mind" with that 
"desire," in the satisfaction of which he realises 
his true Self Man is not a sum of particular 
impulses, nor can any one of these, even if after- 
wards "chosen," be rightly, before the choice is 
made, be considered " his desire." Nor, again, is 
" the abiding satisfaction of the abiding self" a 
mere sum of particular pleasures — it is the forma- 
tion of character, the gradual building-up of that 
"person" in which we recognise our "Moral Ideal'' 
to consist. Professor Sidgwick's misunderstanding 
is so radical, that it can only be accounted foi 
by remembering the assumption he starts with, 
viz., that happiness is unmeaning except as a sum 
of particular pleasures arising from the gratifica- 
tion of particular desires. A clear conception oi 
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what Green means by " desire," will leave no doubt 
as to the irrelevancy of any criticism which identi- 
fies such a sum of pleasures with the " self-satisfac- 
tion" of the Prolegomena. The divergence of view 
is, in fact, paradoxically, but unmistakably, brought 
out by Green himself in the words (v. Prolegomena, 
§ 171), "Whereas with them" {i.e. the Hedonists) 
" the good generically is the pleasant ; in this 
treatise the common characteristic of the good is 
that it satisfies some desire." 

(3) The point of the third objection lies in the 
question, " Why should I recognise other men's 
good as my own ? " or, expressed a little differently, 
"Why should I sacrifice my good to that of 
others?" 

The answer is — Because they are not "other." 
A society (so-called) in which the individuals 
composing it can only get their own good each at 
the expense of some one else — a society, in other 
words, of atomic units — is not a human society at 
all. It may possibly represent a stage — animal or 
barbarian — through which we have, as historical 
fact, passed ; but it is unmeaning now. To the 
infant, if we could imagine him aware of himself 
and his wants, other people might, perhaps, appear 
as "other," and the fundamental rule of conduct 
be represented by "each for himself," but with 
every upward step of the intellectual ladder, as he 
grows into manhood, he comes to see that the 
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"Self," in concrete actuality, is literally made up 
of other selves, and that (to put the matter practi- 
cally) to refuse to fulfil obligations binding upon 
him quA father, tutor, fellow -soldier, &c., &c., is 
simply to commit suicide. Happiness is not a 
"moral plum -cake which won't go quite round"; 
it is something attainable only in the discharge of 
function, and a man's function is to be in actuality 
that part of the social organism he recognises 
himself to be. Without this recognition man is 
not even a man ; with it, the obligation to " sacrifice 
myself for others" is self-evident. 

(4) Similar inconsistencies arise if we include 
(as Green does) artistic and scientific development, 
in addition to virtue proper, in the conception of 
the true good. 

To this statement of Professor Sidgwick no 
definite answer is possible, because we have not 
sufficient data to go upon. Green raises the ques- 
tion in Prolegomena, § 289, but does not discuss 
it, explaining (§ 390) that "it shall be dealt with 
in the sequel, and is noticed here in order to 
record the writer's admission that it cannot be 
passed over." 

Upon this an editorial footnote runs as follows : 
"The question is not discussed in the Prolegomena 
to Ethics, and from a mark at this point in the 
author's MS., it is almost certain that he had 
abandoned the idea of dealing with it in the present 
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volume. . . . The reader will probably gather from 
Boole III. a general idea of the way in which the 
difficulty would have been met, especially if he 
remembers that the end has been throughout defined 
as the realisation of the possibilities of human nature ; 
and that devotion to such objects as the well-being 
of a family, the sanitation of a town, or the com- 
position of a book, has been described as an 
unconscious pursuit of this end. . . ." 

It is tempting, assuredly, to hold a brief for Green 
V. Sidgwick ; but in dealing with a criticism which 
professedly confines itself to the Prolegomena, it is 
impossible to overstep the same limits. 

(S) Lastly, Professor Sidgwick complains of the 
want of practical value — "there is much instructive 
description and discussion of the general attitude 
which a moral man should adopt in dealing with 
practical problems . . . but there is no cogently- 
reasoned solution of any such problems, proceeding 
from unambiguous ethical premises to definite prac- 
tical conclusions." 

The accusation is true, but perhaps not exactly 
fair. The Prolegomena to Ethics is a philosophical 
enquiry into the nature of man, in order to find in 
what his true good ultimately consists. It does not 
profess to be a treatise on casuistry, still less does 
it try to discharge the function of a " moral ready- 
reckoner." The practical value of moral theory, 
while very real, Green holds to be " rather negative 
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than positive " ;^ and the philosopher is of most 
use when confining himself to his proper task. " It 
may . . . fall to the moral philosopher, under certain 
conditions of society and of intellectual movement, 
to render an important practical service. But he 
will render it simply by fulfilling with the utmost 
possible completeness his proper work of analysis. 
As a moral philosopher, he analyses human conduct, 
the motives which it expresses, the spiritual endow- 
ments implied in it, the history of thought, habits, 
and institutions through which it has come to be 
what it is. He does not understand his business 
as a philosopher, if he claims to do more than this."^ 
He is of practical use " by giving the most adequate 
account possible of the moral ideal ; by considering 
the process through which the institutions and rules 
of life, of which we acknowledge the authority, have 
arisen out of the effort, however blindly directed, 
after such an ideal, and have in their several 
measures contributed to its realisation ; by showing 
that conscience in the individual, while owing its 
education to those institutions and rules, is not 
properly the mere organ of any or all of them, but 
may freely and in its own right apprehend the ideal, 
of which they are more or less inadequate expres- 
sions ; by thus doing his proper work as a philosopher 
of morals, he may help the soul to rise above the 
region of distraction between competing authorities, 

1 Cf. Proleg. § 311. 2 Proleg. \ 327. 
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or between authorities and an inner law, to a region 
in which it can harmonise all the authorities by 
looking to the end to which they, or whatever is 
really authoritative in them, no less than the inner 
law, are alike relative."^ 

1 Proleg. § 327. 
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